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PROFESSOR ANTONÍN DOSTÁL 
former editor of Byzantinoslavica 
former vice-president of the Association Internationale des Etudes Byzantines 


passed away on 26th February 1997 at the age of 90 


After the Soviet occupation of Czechoslovakia in 1968 Professor Dostál emigrated to the 

USA and his contacts with our journal were, to our deep regret, interrupted. Nonetheless, 

the editors of Byzantinoslavica have never forgotten his great merits for the journal in the 
past and are recalling him with high recognition. 


On the Greek Poetic Output of Maksim Grek 


Ihor SEVCENKO (Cambridge, Mass.) 


It is the indisputable merit of Professor Paul BUsHKOVITCH to have realized that two Greek 
poems in elegiac distichs contained in the Vindobonensis philosophicus graecus 202, fols. 
8r-15v, are by the famous Maksim Grek (ca. 1470-1556?), known before his arrival in 
Muscovy as Michael, later Maximos, Trivolis (Tribolés).! The first poem, entitled Elegiac 
Verses Urging Repentance, is one hundred and twenty-two lines long; the second, called, 
judging by its Slavic translation, Invective against Hellenic Deceit, runs for three hundred 
and eighty lines. Thus, the total of the new materíal amounts to five hundred and two lines. 
Until now, we have known only thirty-one lines of Greek poems in classical meter by 
Michael-Maximos Trivolis (of which only fourteen lines are in elegiac distichs). These 
numbers alone give us an idea of the importance of Professor BUSHKOVITCH's discovery, 
announced in a short article in 1984.2 

Here our praise must cease, however, for Professor BUSHKOVITCH’s publication of the 
Greek text of both poems in 1993? deserves as much blame as their discovery merits our 


! Description of the manuscript in H. HUNGER, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Óster- 
reichischen Nationalbibliothek, I, Vienna 1961, 313-314. In this article, the two texts of the 
Vindobonensis will be referred to as Poem I and Poem II. - Literature on Maksim Grek is a vast sea. 
The following islands in that sea may be pointed out to help the reader sailing in from the Hellenic 
side to find his bearings: Socinenija prepodobnogo Maksima Greka, 1-Ш, Kazan’ 1859-1862 (still 
the only comprehensive edition of Maksim's works preserved in Slavic); A. I. IVANOV, Literaturnoe 
nasledie Maksima Greka: Xarakteristika, atribucii, bibliografija, Leningrad 1969 (bibliography of 
Maksim's works and literature about him, both in Russian and in foreign languages, until 1968); N. 
V. SiNiCYNA, Maksim Grek v Rossii, Moscow 1977 (classification of collections of Maksim's works 
preserved in Slavic and dating from after 1518); and D. M. BULANIN, Perevody i poslanija Maksima 
Greka: Neizdannye teksty, Leningrad 1984 (on translations into Slavic, mostly from the Greek, by 
Maksim). The latest encyclopedic entry on Maksim Grek is by D. M. BULANIN in: Slovar’ kniznikov 
i knignosti drevnej Rusi, Vyp. 2, 6. 2, L-Ja, Leningrad 1989, 89-98 (ample bibliography, especially 
for the period after 1969). The latest major work on Maksim in a Western language is the Dutch dis- 
sertation by A. LANGELER, Maksim Grek, Byzantijn en humanist in Rusland, Amsterdam 1986, which 
provides the bibliography down to 1985. A charming vignette of Maksim is to be read in Chapter 6 
of Sir Dimitri OBOLENSKY's Six Byzantine Portraits, Oxford 1988. In addition to the scholars men- 
tioned above, the other Maksim specialists are B. L. Εονκις, Jack V. HANEY (author of a 1973 book 
in English) and Hugh M. OLMSTED: Two older works on Maksim remain indispensable today: V. S. 
IKONNIKOV, Maksim Grek i ego vremja, Kiev 1915, and E. DENISSOFF, Maxime le Grec et l'Occi- 
dent..., Paris-Louvain 1943. The Greek book by С. PAPAMICHAEL, Μάξιμος ὁ Γραικός: ὁ πρῶτος 
φωτιστὴς τῶν Ῥώσων, Athens 1951, mostly derives from Ikonnikov. 


? Two Unknown Texts by Maxim the Greek, Jahrb. f. Geschichte Osteuropas 32 (1984) 559-561. 


3 P. BuskoviC, Maksim Grek — poet ‘giperboreec’, Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj Literatury 47 (1993) 
215-228. 


applause. A comparison of the published text with the manuscript showed that the editor’s 
familiarity with the Greek sixteenth-century script leaves much to be desired. Thus, he 
repeatedly rendered δὲ and ті as kai? -ετ- as -ητ- or -tv- as -ην-,ό misread vas y, 
уаз T, Bas v,” and confused a circumflex with an acute; furthermore, he omitted or mis- 
read standard abbreviations.? I counted some 300 slips and errors of various degrees of seri- 
ousness in his edition (a number that includes some 110 cases of repetition of errors or 
spelling idiosyncrasies already contained in the manuscript);!? of these errors, I shall quote 
but 24 examples chosen from the pool of 40 serious cases (B = the printed text; ms = the 
correct reading of the Vindobonensis): 


Poem I: 

55 διάτατ᾽ vox nullius B: δάσσατ ms 71 ῥαθυμεῦσειν vox nullius B: ῥαθυμοῦσαν 
ms 103 αἰκιζούσους vox nullius B: αἰκιζούσαςπις 113 εἰ B: δ᾽ ms ἑαυτοῦ B: ἑαυτῆς 
ms 


Poem II: 

52 αἰγά B: aivams 91 εἰ ἐπράξατο B: διεπράξατοπις 101 περιέττως vox nul- 
lius B: repiépyoc ms 110 ἑπλώτων vox nullius B: Eotwrwv ms 136 καὶ νῦν B: κλύων 
ms 143 Χριστιᾶνον В: χριστιαν(ῶν) ms ὦ τοι B: ὦ οὗτοιπι 148 γελοιάς ped B: 
γελοιασμοῦ, ‘ridicule’, ms 182 μερόπεισι B: μερόποιο ms 192 ἐπείη B: ἐπάγη ms 
218 σωτὴρ εἰ B: συντηρεῖ ms 224 ἀπελέθρω vox nullius B: ἀἁπλέτω ms 
259 σεβινοτάτου vox nullius B: σεμνοτάτου ms 267 οὐράνιον B: οὐρανόν ms 
280 εκροπίῳ ξυγγράφεν B: κεκροπίδι ξυγγραφέν ms 285 ἐμμελέτεσι vox nullius B: 
ἐμμελέεσσι ms 289 ἄμφω B: ἀμφνω, іе, ἄφνω ms 328 τοῖς μακάριστον B: 
τρισμακάριστον ms 330 βοά τω одот voces nullius B: βοάτω, σός т, “let... exclaim, 
as well as your...’ ms recte. 


4 I wish to thank Dr. Ernst GAMILLSCHEG, Director of the Manuscript Division of the Austrian 
National Library, for putting the relevant photos of the Vindobonensis philos. graecus 202 and of a 
folio from the Vindobonensis hist. gr. 122 at my disposal. - I am also indebted to Professor Erich 
ΤΕΑΡΡ (Bonn) for help in matters of lexicography, to Professors Peter SCHREINER (Cologne) and 
Nikos M. PANAYOTAKIS (Venice) for providing reproductions of rare texts, and to Professor Wolfram 
HORANDNER (Vienna) for his views on versification. - Parts of this study were written at the Institut 
für Byzantinistik of the University of Cologne, where I stayed by reinvitation of the Alexander von 
Humboldt Foundation between November 1996 and January 1997. A version of this article (with fac- 
similia of Maxim Grek's poems from parts of Vindobonenses phil. gr. 202 and hist. gr. 122) has 
appeared in Palaeoslavica 5 (1997) 181-276. 


5 Cf., e.g., Poem I, 25, 49, 115; Poem II, 233, 338, 341, 356; Letter of Presentation, 2. 

$ Cf., e.g., Poem I, 68; Poem II, 12, 27, 65, 81, 133, 134, 149, 155, 177, 201, 302, 338, 341, 356. 
7 Cf, e.g., Poem II, 52, 178 et alibi; Poem II, 307; Poem П, 10. 

8 Cf., e.g., Poem I, 120; Poem II, 59, 74, 108, 309. 


9 Thus in Poem II, 124, the printed text reads θυμ΄ for @uu(óv); in Poem П, 151 ἀλλοτρὶ for 
ἀλλοτρί(ας); in Poem I, 113 the abbreviation for --ῆς is read as -οὔ; in Poem II, 164 the abbrevia- 
tion for -ῶν is read as -oic; in Poem II, 175, 264 the abbreviation for -aç is read as -ic, in Letter 
of Presentation, | the same abbreviation is read as --ης; in Poem II, 388 and in Letter of Presentation, 
9 the abbreviation for -wç is rendered as -oc. 


10 This large number of 110 cases leads us to assume that Professor BUSHKOVITCH intended a diplo- 
2 matic reproduction of the manuscript. Such cases in Poem I, however, as 72 ὧν B: àv ms; 83 


The editor must have felt that the text he was offering might be in need of corrections, 
for he himself proposed them in 16 places. Unfortunately, exactly one-half of these propos- 
als were wrong or superfluous, and moreover, the need for several of these emendations dis- 
appears if we simply follow the correct reading of the manuscript.!! 

Dr. D. M. BULANIN, the translator of the poems (and his colleague A. K. GAvRILOV) 
suspected, too, that the text of the poems put at their disposal by Professor BUsHKOVITCH 
was corrupt, and implied that they had introduced, or wished to introduce, some corrections. 
As not all of their proposals had been accepted by the editor, Dr. BULANIN promised to take 
up the matter again “in time.”!2 Yet, comparing the materials at my disposal,!3 I found evi- 
dence for the introduction of only 18 good corrections into the printed Greek text (whether 
by Professor BUSHKOVITCH himself or by his Russian colleagues). The Vindobonensis is a 
fairly good copy of the poems, but it calls for further corrections.!^ In these circumstances, 
a good case can be made for reediting the newly discovered poems and thus providing a 
firmer ground for their further discussion. This will be done in section III. 


H 


Professor BUSHKOVITCH'S text has been translated into Russian verse by Dr. Dmitrij M. 
BULANIN.'? The translation reads well. For one thing, modern literary Russian, thanks to its 
Church Slavonic layer, is especially adept at rendering classicizing Byzantine Greek; for 
another, Dr. BULANIN's version is in elegiac distichs, that is, in a form whose tradition in 
Russian reaches back, as far as hexameters go, to N. I. GNEDIC's famous translation of the 
Iliad, dating from the end of the twenties of the nineteenth century. Regrettably, however, 
any poetic translation is of a limited use for scholarly purposes, as it necessitates the inser- 
tion of fill-words to which no text corresponds in the original; what is more, it makes pos- 


σωτῆρος B: σαοτῆρος ms (recte); 96 μέθῃ B: μέθη ms; 109 τοῦ δ΄ B: τουδ΄ ms; 121 ἴσθι B: ἶσθι 
ms speak against such an assumption. Professor BUSHKOVITCH's corrections of the manuscript's 
spelling idiosyncrasies are even more numerous in Poem II. 


И Wrong ог superfluous corrections and questions: Poem I, 6 δύνασιν (read δήνεσιν); 68 
κακοτεχνώς (sic accent; but the ms has the easy to read κακεντρεχέως); 71 πλήξει (read πλήξῃ). 
Poem II, 10 ὕβριν (a correction for буру; but the ms does have ὕβριν); 52 question as to the mean- 
ing of the vox nullius αἰγά (but the ms Баз αἰνά, ‘terribly, sorely’); 110 proposal to derive the vox 
nullius ἑπλώτων from πέλω, ‘to be, exist’ (the ms has clearly ἑστώτων, ‘permanent, stable’); 307 a 
guess that the vox nullius αἰσχρέρτοισι may be “a scribal error" (but the scribe is innocent; he clear- 
ly has αἰσχρέργοισι, ‘evil deeds’); 330 Вой τὼς соот’, correction of the printed voces nullius Bod 
то σὸστ' (read βοάτω, σός т). 

12 D. M. BULANIN, Maksim Grek, ‘Slovo o pokajanii’ i ‘Slovo oblicitel'no na ellinskuju prelest 
(perevod D. M. Bulanina), Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj Literatury 47 (1993) 229-240, esp. p. 231. 
13 Among these materials is the typescript of Professor BUSHKOVITCH's transcription of the poems 
which I obtained from Dr. Hugh M. OLMSTED shortly before 1990 and which I collated with the pho- 
tocopy of the Vindobonensis in the summer of 1990, dictating discrepancies to Dr. F. B. POLJAKOV. 
14 Corrections become easier, if one takes into account the manuscript's idiosyncrasies. Thus it writes 
= for ev (Poem II, 73, 76, 329); mixes up ev- with &- (II, 340, perhaps 360, et alibi - this is a banal 
trap for editors); puts a for εἰ (П, 44, 99, 279); mistakes v for p (II, 169), and v for 1 (banal; cf. II, 
148, 235). For a full list of spelling variants and postulated errors of the Vindobonensis, cf. the appa- 
ratus to the edition below. 


15 Cf., BULANIN's Maksim Grek (as in note 12 above), pp. 231-240. 


ray 


sible gliding over or concealing difficult or insufficiently understood passages of the origi- 
nal. The poetic version also tends to conceal the many errors and voces nullius of Professor 
BUSHKOVITCH’S text, while a prose version would have helped to bring these weaknesses to 
light. 

In spite of these handicaps, Dr. BULANIN's translation is in places closer to Maksim's 
original than Professor BUSHKOVITCH's printed Greek text. And yet, I found no proof that 
Dr. BULANIN had access to the Vienna manuscript itself. It seems that the main reason for 
these astonishing and welcome results is that Dr. BULANIN often tacitly followed, not 
Professor BUSHKOVITCH's printed Greek text, but the sixteenth-century Slavic translation of 
the two poems, as it appears in the KAZAN’ edition of Maksim Grek's works.!6 This was a 
felicitous decision, for there are good reasons to believe that the Slavic translator and 
Maksim, the poems' Greek author, are one and the same person (see pp. 49-55 below). 


What follows is an ample selection of examples illustrating the points made above [ms 
= manuscript; B = Professor BUSHKOVITCH'S printed text; S = Slavic translation; Bul = Dr. 
BULANIN's translation; references are by line of Poems I and II]. 


1. Fuzzy translations and use of fill-in words: 


П, 45-46 θανάτου … κατὰ τολμᾶν Oe, κατατολμᾶν) τέρπεσθαι т’ ὀδύναις (to defy 
death and to rejoice in pain) ms: θανάτου .. κατὰ τολμῆν τερπ. т ὀδύν. 
(which makes no sense) B: Ha ... смерть дерзати и веселитися B скорбехъ 
S bene: от смерти ... дерзновенно радость вкушали Bul dubie 

IL, 291 подобает Bul is superfluous 

(Cf. also П, 14; 34; 337-338) 


2. Gliding over difficult passages of the Greek or over errors in B 


I, 40 αἰσθητῆς .. ἡμαθίης (sensible «land of» Hemath?) ms B: чювственнаго 
Египта, cupbus мира cero $ interpretative: в сетях обманчивых чувств 
Bul sponte sua et male 


I, 41 τὸν ταύτης κρατέοντα (its De, Hemath’s] ruler) ms B: владЬющего имъ 
(1.е., sensible Egypt) S bene: кто обманами правит Bul sponte sua et male 
I, 69 Th τοιῇδ᾽ ἐνεδρεύει Oe, ἐνεδρείᾳ, since ἐνεδρεύσει, dat. fem., is not attested) 


σφόδρα πεῖσαι (i.e, πείσαι, opt) o ὁ ἀλάστωρ (by such trickery might the 
wretch strongly persuade thee) ms: τῇ τοι ἤδ᾽ ἐνεδρεύει σφόδρα πεῖσαισ᾽ ὁ 
ἁλάστωρ B (quid?): сицевымъ бо ловленіемъ тщится скверный повы- 
нути (i.e., subdue) тя S periphrastice sed bene: в эту ловушку завлечет, 
доказав совершенно Bul ambigue 

IL 101 περιέργως (inquisitively) ms: περιέττως vox nullius B: многопытно S bene: 
om. Bul 

П, 224 ἀπλέτῳ (infinite) ms: ἀπελέθρω vox nullius B: неизчетно S bene: om. Bul 


16 СЕ. Socinenija (as in note 1 above), II, pp. 148-152; I, pp. 62-77. 


L6 
II, 10 
П, 57 
II, 66 


IL, 76 


II, 136 


IL, 151 


II, 156 


Π, 218 


П, 243 
II, 243 
IL, 279 
IL 289 


II, 330 


Il, 334 
II, 340 


П, 360 


3. Errors due to the acceptance of the false readings of B 
(or of the ms and B), in disregard of S 


δύνεσιν (read δήνεσιν, counsels) ms: δύνασιν (acc. of δύνασις, i.e., power) cor- 
rexit B pessime: мощной поддержкой (powerful support) Bul male (мощной 
on account of the conjective δύνασις, power?) 

εὐκλεᾶ (for ἀκλεᾶ) ms B: безчестною S optime: славнейшей Bul male 
ἄχθιστα (pro ἔχθιστα) ms В vox nullius: враждЪбнейше S optime: тяжко 
Bul male (probably connecting the word with ἄχθος, burden) 

τὸν χριστόν ms: Ἰησὸν (sic) τὸν Χριστὸν B sponte sua male: по Христе 5 
bene: по Иисусу Христу Bul male 

θαύματ᾽ ἀριπρεπέα Oe, very distinguished, famous) ms: θαύματα ἀριπρέπεον 
B male: боголЪпна дЪла S bene: (благолЪпна would have been even better): 
необычное Bul male 

κλύων (hearing) ms: καὶ νῦν B pessime: слыша S optime: до нынешних 
дней Bul pessime. As a result, Bul's translation makes “the Wisdom of the 
Danaans" consist of two banal proverbs 

ἀλλοτρί(ας) παρακοίτις (other people's wives, acc. plur) ms: ἀλλοτρὶ 
παρακοίτις B (disregarding the abbreviation and taking acc. plur. of παρακοίτις 
for a nom. sg.?) В: чужя жены S optime: чужую жену Bul male 

Σεμέλην (acc.) т ἀποτεφρῶν (reducing Semele to ashes) ms: Σεμέλης (gen.) т 
ἀποτεφρῶν B: Семелію сожегъ S optime: из пепла ee (gen.) Bul male 
συντηρεῖ (preserves) ms: σωτὴρ εἰ B pessime: om S (which leaves Bul facing B 
alone): Спас (sic) наш воистину есть (taking εἰ for éoti?) Bul pessime. This 
passage suggests that Bul did not have access to the Vienna ms, where συντηρεῖ 
can easily be read 

τῶ καὶ (therefore) ms В: roro ради S bene: в оное время Bul male 
ἀπαντηθέντα (met, for the correct ἀπατηθέντα, deceived) ms B male: 
прельщенна (deceived) S (who read a better ms or his own Greek original) 
bene: повстречавшийся (having encountered) Bul male 

ἀκῆ (pointedly [?], for εἰκῇ, in vain) ms male: ἀκῇ B male: om S (thus leaving 
Bul to face B alone): ядовито (a guess and a fill-word) Bul male 

ἄφνω (suddenly) ms: ἀμφω B male: внЪзапу S optime: вкупе Bul male (prob- 
ably influenced by the false ἄμφω of B) 

χρύσιππος βοάτω (imper.) σός т ἐπίκουρος (let Chrysippos, as well as thine 
Epicurus, proclaim) ms: Χρύσιππος Boa τω одот Ἐπίκουρος (with the note 
? ad locum: бой τὼς σὸστ [sic] B (or BULANIN?) male: Хрисиппъ да 
вошетъ, и твой Епикуръ S optime: Tak вопиет твой Хрисипи вместе c 
Эпикуром Bul male (reproducing the wrong conjecture τὼς, misreading the 
imperative, and connecting твой [thine] with Chrysippos rather than with 
Epicurus) 

œioiv ἐνέσπαρται (into which has been sown, i.e., which are replete with) ms B: 
в нихже содржится S bene: ими же сеется (which sow) Bul male 

εὐμαθίης ms: ἀμαθίης B (misreading εὐ-) male: мудрости S bene: 
невежества Bul male 

ἀφραδίης (error for εὖὐφ-) ms B male: высокоумемъ S bene (reading a bet- 
ter ms or his own original): вздор Bul male 


II, 374 


κευθομένην (in hiding, concealed) ms: καθομένην (sitting?) B (confusing -ευ- 
and -a-) male: скрываемую S bene: пребывающий Bul male 


4. Errors in places where B is correct and where S could have been helpful 


IL4 


IL, 12 


IL 93 


П, 119-120 


П, 243 


L91 


П, 9-10 


IL, 108 


θυµέ ms B (the meaning here is “mind, soul," cf. Scholion to Pindar, OL II, 98 
[89]: ὦ θυμέ, ἤγουν ἡ ψυχή. The vocative θυμέ in this meaning occurs six 
times in the Greek Anthology and eight times in Gregory of Nazianzus's Poems, 
texts with which Maksim was familiar): o душе S optime: гнев (anger) Bul 
male 

δεικνῦντ᾽ («all these things» show) ms B: аки являющимъ (dat. plur. neutr.) 
немощь S bene: думают нам показать (they, [1.е., the pagans] intend to 
show) Bul male 

γνόντες (ye, having realized) ms B: познавши S bene: стало понятно им Bul 
male 

ої ... συνδιάγουσιν ἐπου(ρα)νίησιν (ἐπ᾽ οὐρανίησιν В) ἐν αὐλαῖς πνεύμασιν 
(who dwell in the Heavenly abodes together with the spirits) ms B: Ha 
небесныхъ дворехъ водворяются вкуп CO святыми духи S bene: они 
во дворах проживают с небесными вместе духами Bul male (connecting 
*Heavenly" with "spirits" rather than with "abodes"; but cf. Maksim, First 
Epitaph on Patriarch Niphon Ἡ, 5 = Appendix, nr. 2, pp. 63-64 below: αὐλὰς 
ἔφθασεν οὐρανίους (he reached the Heavenly abodes) 

τῷ καὶ ms B: того ради S bene: в оное время Bul male 


5. Errors in places where B is wrong, where B and/or S are allusive 
or ambiguous, or where S is absent 


6 τοῦδε πατήρ (this one's [i.e., Solomon's] father, i.e., David) ms B: божест- 
венный пЪснопевецъ (divine singer) $ optime ad sensum: богом прослав- 
ленный сей отец (this father, glorified by God) Bul male 

ξηρᾶς οὐ δ᾽ iypäc (correcting δ᾽ iy- into δι ὑγ-) ... εὐτελέος τε διαίτης 
(by means of a dry rather than moist ... and modest diet) ms: Bul misunderstands 
the play on Ex. 14:29; 15:19; Ps 65(66):6 and on the contrasting pair dry diet- 
moist diet, that is, simple diet-dainty diet, and takes ξηρᾶς and ὑγρᾶς literally, 
to mean dry land and sea respectively. B misunderstood the manuscript’s δι 
ὑγρᾶς post correctionem: S's сухою a не мокрою .... и худою пищею ren- 
ders well the idea that the soul is able to avoid the depths of devilish passions by 
a dry and simple diet 

ἐν ἐρήμῳ (in the desert) ms В: B пустыни $ bene: уединяясь (the soul choos- 
ing solitude) Bul ambigue | 

Bul considers τοὺς ἐμπτυσμούς, ‘the spittings' etc. as parts of the rhetorical 
question addressed to the pagans; in fact, this is a list of reproaches coming 
from the pagans 

бос ἀριπρεπέας (distinguished sons) ms: fac à. В vox nullius: другы небо- 
шественны (going back to e.g. φίλους οὐρανοβάμονας) S, translating another 
version of the passage, and therefore not helpful: будут в почете они (they will 
be honored) Bul sponte sua 


II, 328 τρισμακάριστον (thrice blessed) ms: τοῖς µακάριστον B male: блаженному S, 


not helpful: им есть высший блаженства предел Bul, following B's error 


Letter of Presentation 


I, 53 


S being absent as help for translating Maksim's Letter of Presentation, Dr. 
BULANIN had to rely on his own resources. I noted only two mistakes. The first is triv- 
ial: ἀκρατῶς (uncontrollably, lacking self-restraint) was translated by πο 
изнеможения, ‘to «complete» exhaustion’, the translator apparently connecting the 
adverb with κράτος, ‘strength’ (Prof. BUSHKOVITCH, as in note 3 above, p. 217, trans- 
lates the adverb by бессильно, ‘impotently’). 

The other mistake is instructive. In Dr. BULANIN's translation, Maksim closed his 
Letter of Presentation with the mention of the city of Moscow, ruling over all ‘the most 
holy Russia’, святейшей Россией. B prints here the vox nullius αἰωτάτου (even if he 
translates it [BUSHKOVITCH, as in note 3 above, p. 217] by verxnej ‘superior’, which can 
be defended); it is possible that Dr. BULANIN tacitly corrected this word into ἁγιωτάτου 
“most holy" (pronounced, too, [aio'tatu] in Maksim’s time), and thus provided 
“Russia” with a familiar epithet, well within the frame of reference of a modern 
Russian scholar. But what counts is the frame of reference of the source, rather than 
that of its modern interpreter, and the source itself. The manuscript has ἀνωτάτου 
(error for ἀνωτάτω, since Ῥωσία is fem.) ‘uppermost’. Now, ever since Herodotus one 
of the meanings of ἄνω has been ‘North’. ᾽Ανωτάτου Ῥωσίας is, then, ‘northernmost 
Rus’’, a proper habitat for a Hyperborean (Maksim’s self-designation in the Letter). 
We may also speculate that the differentiating epithet ἀνωτάτου was useful from the 
point of view of the 1550s, for at that time there also existed another Rus’’, the κάτω, 
or southern one, belonging to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, and familiar to 
sixteenth-century Greeks. 


6. Excessively free or erroneous translations due to the disregard 
of the religious or scriptural context 


γῆν πρὸς ἐπαγγελίης (promised land) ms B: земли обЪтованія S bene: к 
земле отданной Богом в удел (land apportioned by God) Bul ambigue (the 
reader is thus not made aware that both the Greek and S use a routine formula) 


II, 173 σκώληκι (worm «of the hell-fire that dieth ποῖ», cf., e.g., Is. 66:24; Mark 9:48) 


ms B: червьми S optime: дракону (dragon) Bul pessime 


On the credit side stand the following examples: 


7. Recourse to the Slavic translation, usually resulting in improvements 
upon the readings of B (and of the ms) 


L 11 τόπον (for τόπων) .. ἀμοιβαῖς ms B male: ΜΈΣΤΗΡΙΜΗ премъЪнении $ bene: 
переменою мест Bul recte 

L51 καύσων᾽ ἀϊστώσῃ (dissipating) ms B: устужающимъ (cooling of) варъ S bene 
ad sensum: зной остужающим (cooling off) Bul S secutus | 

II, 55 μίγμα (for μένει, it remains) ms B male: пребываетъ S (using a better ms or 


his own original) bene: стоит Bul bene 


SII, 76 
I1, 99 

П, 105 
П, 110 
П, 112 
IL, 117 
Ц, 148 


IL 162 


IL, 288 


П, 310 


H, 47 
П, 192 


П, 336 


П, 353 


П, 355 


ἔτεξεν ms male: ἔτευξεν corr B: содЪла S bene (using a better ms or his own 
original): содеял Bul quod accipiendum 

εὐπαθῶς (for εὐπειθῶς, obediently) ms B male: благопокорно S bene (using 
a better ms or his own original): сердцем открытым Bul quod accipiendum 
το Ө (for тоб’) ms: τὸ θ᾽ B male: тогда S bene: тогда Bul recte 
ἑστώτων (lasting) ms bene: ἐπλώτων vox nullius B male (with an even worse 
suggestion in note: “from πέλω”): присно пръбывающихъ $ bene: ввек не 
истлевающих Bul $ secutus 

εὐφραίνη ms: evpaivn B: да веселитъ S bene: чтобы .... радость .... он дал 
Bul recte 

οἱ μὲν ms: οἷς μὲν B (misreading the ms) quod sensu caret: овы убо S bene: 
первые Bul bene 

μύσους (for μίσους, hatred) ms B male: ненависти S (using a better ms or his 
own original) bene: неприязнь Bul recte 

αἰχμαῖς T ἀλλήλους ἀντιδοκευόμενοι (quid? ‘lying in wait for each other with 
spears?” ᾿Αντιδοκεύομαι seems to be а Варах) ms B: Konia друг Ha друга 
мечуще S ad sensum: копие острое тщатся метнуть Bul versionem S secu- 
tus 

Ὠγυγίων ἀνδρῶν ms B: древнихъ мужъ S ad sensum: древних мужей Bul 
versionem S secutus 

ἐπιμενομένους (for ἐπιμαινομένους) ms B male: бЪсящихся S optime (using a 
better ms or his own original): бесятся Bul versione S adiuvante 


8. Dr. BULANIN's tacit conjectures to repair the erroneous text of B or of ms 


πάντη ἀνέφικτα (unattainable) ms: πάντη ἀνέφιητα В male: отнюдь 
невозможна $ ambigue: ввек He достичь (never to attain) Bul bene 

ἐπάγη (perhaps = ёлау=?) ms: ἐπείη B pessime: от S: правит (rules) Bul quod 
accipiendum (Bul must have conjectured ἐπάγει) 

τοῦτ᾽ ἐπιμενομένους (for ἐπιμαινομένους, striving madly) ms В male: ищу- 
щимъ TO S ambigue: в безумье страстей (in the madness of passions) Bul 
quod accipiendum 

ἄργυται ms B (quid?): худомысленніи S (quid?): праздные Bul sponte sua, 
quod defendi potest 

ἀπέραντον (boundless) ms bene: ἀπέρατον B male: S translates a different text 
here: непреходящий Bul sponte sua (connecting the word with mepaivw?) 


I treat the passages quoted under number 8 as tacit conjectures, for, to repeat, none of 
them shows conclusively that Dr. BULANIN had access to the Vindobonensis. 


HI 


This section offers a new edition and a prose translation of Maksim's two poems. The 

Greek text presented here has not been constituted lege artis, but rather with the needs of a 
Slavic scholar somewhat familiar with Greek in mind. In the text itself the spelling has been 
normalized; on the other hand, the apparatus has been encumbered with all the spelling vari- 

g ants of our codex unicus, even though this procedure is no longer current in professional crit- 


ical editions. With two exceptions, the hundreds of errors of B have been omitted from the 
apparatus, in order not to make it too unwieldy and not unduly to embarrass the previous 
editor. The system of references in the apparatus is to words, rather than lines, of the text; 
and the Testimonia, select as they are, occur in brackets after the corresponding passages of 
the translation (or in notes to it), rather than in a Zwischenapparat on the page offering the 
Greek text. Homeric references are only to snippets of epic lines, with no special mention 
of the dozens of Homeric words used by Maksim. 

For a facsimile (closely approximating the dimensions of the original) of folios 8r-15v 
of the Vindobonensis phil. graecus 202 the reader is referred to Appendix II of the version 
of the present article that appeared in Palaeoslavica 5 (1997) 181-276, esp. pp. 260-275. A 
cursory inspection of the Vindobonensis contributed little to the solution of its puzzles. The 
scribe (for there seems to have been one rather than two, in spite of the differences in the 
ductus between Poems I and II) was a Greek who could have worked in Italy as well as out- 
side that country. The first part of the manuscript (fols. 1r-7v: Prolegomena to Aelius 
Aristides) is by the hand of the sixteenth-century copyist Konstantinos Rhesinos (informa- 
tion by Dr. Ernst GAMILLSCHEG, cf. his Eine neue Handschrift des Kopisten Konstantinos 
Rhesinos, Codices manuscripti 14 [1994] 54-58). In the note at the top of fol. 8r (by the hand 
of Sambucus) the top line was regrettably cut off; I read the remaining part as: Maximi 
Κοιεστορος [in a correct imitation of the Greek spelling of the word] ex Moscha ad / 
amicu(m) de paenitenti(a) docta (et) / pura eleg<iaca> [the end of the last word is cut off]. 


"Елп ἡρωελεγιακὰ προτρεπτικὰ εἰς μετάνοιαν» 


8r Μὴ ἀμελῶς, ψυχή, διακείμεθα μηδ᾽ ἀμερίμνως 
μηδ᾽ ἅτ᾽ ἄπειρα φρενῶν νήπια παιζώμεθα, 1 
ἀρκοῦντ᾽ ἐς φυλακὴν τελέθειν δοκέοντες ἑαυτῶν 
τόνδ᾽ 2 ἄβατον χῶρον ποσσὶν ἐρασσιγάμων.7 
5 οὐδὲ γὰρ Αἴγυπτον Papaw* τε φυγοῦσι τὸ πρὶν 
δήνεσιν᾽ ὑψίστου Mwoéi θ᾽ ἡγεμόνι 
ἤρκεσ᾽ ἐς εὐσεβίην τὸ ἀοικήτῳό ἐνὶ χώρῳ 
οἰκῆσαι δεκάδας τέτταρας εἰς ἐτέων, 
πίστιν ἐπεὶ Oc? οὐκ εὐγνώμονα τῷ ἀνιηρῶν 
10 τήρησαν κείνους ῥυσαμένῳ μυρίων. 
οὐχὶ τόπωνδ, ψυχή, ὁ ἄναξ θεραπεύετ᾽ ἀμοιβαῖς 
οὔτε μεταμφιάσει) εὐτελέων ῥακίων' 
ὧν τὸ μὲν ἡσυχίης μαστεύεται εἵνεκα πολλῆς, 
εὐτελίης δὲ τὸ δ᾽ αὖ οὕνεκεν ἐκλέγεται. 
15 εἰ δέ τις ἐν τοῖσδ᾽ Фу περιπείρεται αὖθι θορύβοις, 
αὐτοκύων!0 ὤφθη, οὗ ἐμέτοιο]] ἐρῶν" 
πένθους yàp, ψυχή. νεκροῦ τε βίου ὑπόδειγμα 
τοὔξωθεν τελέθει τοῦτο ῥάκος τὸ μέλαν, 
εἰδέναι ὄντας ἀεὶ νεκροὺς ἀναπεῖθον ἑαυτοὺς 
20 τῷδ᾽ ἐν ἑκοντὶ βίῳ τοῦτ᾽ ἐπιλεξαμένους, 
ἤτοι ὁλοψύχως στυγέειν ἀεὶ ἡδυπάθειαν 
παντοῖαν σαρκὸς καὶ βιότου θορύβους, 
ἀκτεάνως δ᾽ ὁσίως τε βιοῦν σφετέροις καμάτοισι, 
ἄσπετον οἰομένους τὴν πενίην ἄφενον. 
25 εἰ δὲ πάλιν κτεάνοις δόξῃ τε μέθῃ τε γέλωσιν, 
οἷσι συνέζευκται πᾶς ἀθέμιτος ἔρως, 
σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἀφρόνως περιπείρομεν, οὔτοι ἀπεικὸς 
εἰπέμεν, ὡς διπλῶν τευξόμεθα βασάνων, 


* Title by a hand different from that of the main scribe or scribes. In the view of Dr. GAMILLSCHEG, 
this hand may be identical with that of Vindobonensis hist. gr. 122, fol. 1r ! παιζόμεθα ms., but 
cf. П, 3 τρέψωμεν 2 Ms.: τὸν δ΄ 3 ἐρασσιγάμων is a Варах. But cf. ἐρασιχρήματος in 
Xenophon and Philostratus sen. * Ms.: фараф 5 δύνεσιν ms. Δήνεα, "counsels," is epic; the 
dative δήνεσιν is attested in Apollonios Rhodios and Nonnos; the Suda has δήνεον, glossed as 
βούλευμα. Slav. споспфшествомъ, "assistance, help," is ambiguous  6Ms.:-Tù ` 7 Ms. Өф 
8 τόπον ms, but cf. I, 35, οὐχὶ τόπων ... μεταμείψει 9 Ma: uer ἀμφ- 10 αὐτοκύων seems 
10 to be a hapax И Ms.: ἐμέτοιος, to avoid a hiatus? 


I 
Elegiac Verses Urging Repentance 


O Soul, let us not be of a careless or neglectful disposition, or 
be deluded, like children with no experience of reason, «into» 
believing that this place, barred to the feet of those who love mar- 
riage,! is a sufficient protection unto us. For neither were the four 
decennia of dwelling in an uninhabited place [cf., e.g., Ex. 16:15; 
Num 14:33] enough to «secure a life of» piety for those who, by 
the counsels of the One on High and under the leadership of Moses 
[6], once fled Egypt and the Pharaoh, since they did not keep their 
loyal faith towards God, who had rescued them from countless 
calamities [10]. 

Not by changing places, O Soul, ís the Lord worshipped, nor 
by changing into cheap rags. Of these «two», one is sought on 
account of the plentiful peace «it affords>, while the other, again, 
is chosen on account of its lowliness; and if someone, dwelling in 
such «circumstances, is again beset by <worldly> troubles [15], 
such a one turns out to be a quintessential dog enamoured of his 
vomit [cf. Prov. 26:11; 2 Pet. 2:22]. For, О Soul, this black rag is 
an outward? token of mourning and of death to life «in the world»; 
it constantly persuades us to be aware that we are dead, having 
chosen this lot in this life by our own will [20]: that is, at all times 
to abhor all kinds of luxuries of the flesh and the troubles of the 
world with all our souls; and to live piously and without acquiring 
possessions, by means of our own labor, considering poverty to be 
«equal to» untold riches.) If, on the other hand, we foolishly 
attach ourselves to possessions, to glory, to drunkenness, and to 
laughter [25] - with which are coupled all kinds of illicit love -, 
then it is not unreasonable to say that we shall meet with a double 
punishment, having willingly and in all consciousness broken our 


1 Maksim is writing in a monastery and for monks. 2 Slav. виыниее cie рубище allows an 


alternate translation "this outer black rag." 3 This sentence reaffirms Maksim's “non-possessor“ 
stance and may suggest that he composed this Greek poem while living in Muscovy. 11 


ὡς ἐθελοντὶ καὶ ἐν γνώσει ξυνθήκας!; ἑαυτῶν 
30 8v ψευσάμενοι; Χριστῷ, οὗ ті χερειότερον; 
κρεῖσσον γάρ, φησί, μὴ εὐξάμενον ἀποτίσαι 
ἤπερ ψεύσασθαι τῷ θεῷ εὐξάμενον: 
“τοὺς τὸ ψεῦδος ἅπαντας ὀλοθρεύσειςίά λαλέοντας,” 
ὡσαύτως κράζει θεῖος ὁ τοῦδε πατήρ. 
35 οὐχὶ τόπων τοίνυν οὔθ᾽ ἱματίων μεταμείψει, 
ὡς προέφην,!5 χαίρει Χριστὸς ὁ παμμεδέων, 
ἀλλὰ βίου σεμνοῦ ἀρετῆς θ᾽ ἁπάσης ἀναλήψει, 
πίστει ἐπ᾽ εἰλικρινεῖ ёрлеб ἐνιδρυμένων. 
Dei ἐπεὶ οὖν χάριτι ξυνεργηθεῖσα πέφευγας 
40 τὰς τῆς αἰσθητῆς ἄρκυας Ἠμαθίης, 
σπεῦσον ὅλῃ δυνάμει καὶ τὸν ταύτης κρατέοντα 
καί σοι ἀεὶ μανικῶς σφόδρ᾽ ἐπιτιθέμενον 
ἐκφυγέμεν, πίστει εὐγνώμονι τῇ πρὸς ἄνακτα 
τῷ θείῳ τε φόβῳ εὖ καταφραττομένη. 
45 μηδ᾽ ἀπόκαμνε διδράσκουσ᾽ αὐτόν, μέχρι κραταιᾷ 
τῇ τοῦ ὑψίστου δεξιᾷ ἐν βαράθρῳ 
αὐτὸν!6 ἴδοις φλογερῷ ποντούμενον οἷς ἅμα πᾶσι 
ἅρμασι” καὶ κρατεροῖς ἀγχεμάχοις θ᾽ ὁπλίταις, 
σαυτὴν γνῷς νεφέλῃ δὲ καλυπτομένην Παρακλήτου, 
50 τὸν κατὰ σοῦ σφοδρῶς πάντοτ᾽ ἐγειρόμενον 
καύσων ἀϊστώσῃ σφετέρων ἐχθρῶν bm ἀσάρκων 
ἐννοίαις φλογεραῖς αἰσχροτάτων ἱμέρων, 
καὶ στύλῳ οὐ πυρός, ἀῑδίως ἀλλ᾽ αὐγάζοντος 
φωτὸς ἰθυνομένην γῆν πρὸς ἐπαγγελίης. 
55 oùx ἣν ᾽Αβραμίδαισιν ὁ Ναυῆ δάσσατ᾽ Ἰησοῦς 
ἀλλ᾽ ἣν ὁ κτίσιος πρωτότοκος ἁπάσης 
κάλλει ὁ ὡραῖος!ὅ μερόπων υἷας παρὰ πάντας! 
ἐκτεχθεὶς20 ó κόρης παρθενικῆς ἁγίας 
ἀψευδής2! θεὸς ἄμμιν ὑπέσχετο Χριστὸς Ἰησοῦς, 
60 ἣν εἰσῆλθ' αὐτὸς πρῶτος ἑλὼν θάνατον. 
vid ἄρ᾽ ἀεὶ ψυχή, ὁ διώκων yap σε νοητὸς 
οὐ λήγει κακά σοι βυσσοδομῶν Φαραώ: 
μηδ᾽ 22 ἔλπιζε, φίλη, ἀνακωχὴν τῶν παρ᾽ ἐκείνου 
9r σοῦ κάτα2 τευχομένων παντοδαπῶν ἐνέδρων: 
65 βάσκανος ἔστι φύσει γὰρ ἠδ᾽ 24 ἰταμός, οὐδὲΖ” κότοιο 
λήγει,26 πρὶν ῥίψῃ σ᾽ εἰς φλογερὰς βασάνους: 


12 Ms.: -ἤκας 13 Ms.: no accent 14 Ms.: ὁλ- ISC£T 11 16 Sic ms. 17 Ms.: ἄρ- 
18 Ms: -ὠρ- 19 Ms.: παραπάντας 20 Ms.: no accent 21 Ms.: -δῆς 22 Ms.: λήγη, 
12 φαραῶ and μὴ © 23 Ms.: x(a)r(à) 24 Ms.: ib 25 Ms.: no accent 26 Ms.: -γη 


covenant with Christ - than which what can be worse [30]? 

For, as «Solomon»? says, it is better to atone without having 
made a vow than to be untrue to God after having made a vow 
[Eccl. 5:4]. "Thou shalt destroy all those who utter lies," cries out 
his divine father in a like fashion [Ps. 5:6]. Not in the change of 
places or of garment [35], as I said before [1, 11], does Christ the 
all-ruler [cf. Anth. Pal. 15:40, 40] rejoice, but in taking up a holy 
life and all kinds of virtue, firmly rooted in sincere faith. 

Now that thou hast escaped, with Divine Grace's succor, the 
snares of the sensible «land of» Hemath? [?] [40], hasten, with all 
thy strength, «and» protected by the loyal faith in the Lord and by 
the fear of God, to escape its ruler, too, who attacks you mightily 
and furiously; and slacken not running away from him, until thou 
seest him plunged, by the powerful [45] right of the Lord on High, 
into the fiery pit, together with all his chariots and his mighty war- 
riors fighting hand to hand (cf. Ex. 14:27/28], while recognizing 
thyself covered by the cloud of the Paraclete - it dissipates the heat 
mightily raised up [50] against thee from all sides by thine own [?] 
incorporeal foes through the burning thoughts of most abominable 
longings - and directed towards the Promised Land not by a pillar 
of fire [cf. Ex. 13:21-22; 14:24], but by the ever-shining Light; not 
«the Land» distributed by Jesus, son of Nun, among the descen- 
dants of Abraham [55] but the one promised to us by the true God 
Jesus Christ, the first-born of the whole Creation, more handsome 
in beauty than all the sons of men [cf. Ps. 44(45):2], He that was 
born of the holy virgin maid [60], and was the first to enter that 
Land after His victory over death. 

Be wakeful at all times, O Soul, for the spiritual Pharaoh 
who pursues thee incessantly ponders evil against thee; and expect 
not, my dear, any truce from the various ambushes that he sets up 
against thee. For he is malicious by nature and reckless, and does 
not desist from his wrath [65] until he hurls thee into fiery tor- 
ments. Nor shouldst thou trust him when he relents, for it is then 


4 It appears from “his divine father“ of I, 34 that the person who “says“ (i.e., quotes from the 
Ecclesiastes) is David's son, that is, Solomon. In fact, Ecclesiastes opens with “The words of the 
Preacher, the son of David, king of Israel.“ 5 The Greek has Ἠμαθίης. "Huopio, “Macedonia, “ 
does not fit. The word here seems to be a hellenized form of the Septuagint’s Ἡμάθ ог "Huop (for 
Maksim’s use of the device, cf. Ἐδέμῃ IL, 206 and ᾿Εδέμην II, 266 for Ἐδήμ). In Ш Kings 8:65, 
Hemath could have been interpreted as a neighbor of Egypt. Hence αἰσθητῆς ...Ἠμαθίης, a land with 
a devilish ruler [1, 41] probably means “sensible Egypt.“ “Sensible Egypt“ is this world, cf.“Egypt, 
that is, this world,“ in Origen. Slav. translates αἰσθητῆς Ἠμαθίης by чювственнаго Египта, “sen- 
sible Egypt,“ thus confirming the equation Hemath = Egypt, and adds сирЪчь міра cero, “that is, 
of this world,“ on his own, thus providing a parallel to Origen. 6 “Spiritual Pharaoh,“ νοητὸς 


13 


14 


und ἀναδυομένῳ πίστευε, τὸ τηνίκα yap σοι 
μᾶλλον ἐνεδρεύει σφόδρα κακεντρεχέως' 
τῇ τοιῇδ᾽ ἐνεδρείᾳ2; σφόδρα πείσαι с ὁ ἁλάστωρ2ὸ 
70 ἐνδοῦναι πολλῆς σῆς ἱερᾶς φυλακῆς, 
τόφρα σ᾽ ἀνωΐστως πλήξῃ, ῥαθυμοῦσαν ἐφευρών, 
(29 πολλῶν ἑνί τῳ ψυχολέθρων βελέων, 
ἢ τῷῦ τῆς ὁλοῆς οἰήσιος ἅμματι cipën?! 
τῆς22 ἐπὶ τὰς κρείττους τῶν ἀρετῶν προκοπῆς. 
75 νοῦς γὰρ ἐὼν σφόδρ᾽ εὐφυὴς κακὰ ἐς τὸ τυρεύειν, 
οἶδεν ὄνειαρ ὅσον, νήφομεν εὖτ᾽ ἀκριβῶς, 
ὧν ἡμῖν ἐπάγει ἐκ πειρασμῶν δρεπόμεσθα 
τῇ θεῖ ἐξ ὕψους ῥωννύμενοι) χάριτι. 
εἰ γὰρ νήφομεν, ἡ τῶν πειρασμῶν ἐπαγωγὴ 
80 πρόξενος ἔσθ᾽ ἡμῖν λαμπροτάτων στεφάνων: 
ὡς καὶ ἀεθλεύοντι καλῶς τὸ πρὸς ἀντιπαλαιστὰς 
ἀντικαθίστασθαι εἰδότας εὖ ἀθλέειν. 
ti οὖν ξυμμαχίῃ τοῦ σοῦ, ψυχή, σαοτῆρος 
τὼ χεῖρ᾽ ἐκφύγῃς τοῦ ὀλοοῦ Papaw4 
85 TOUT ἐρυθρὸν βυθὸν φλογερῶν οἴστρων διαβᾶσα 
ξηρᾶς, οὐ δι ὑγρᾶς, ὡς τὸ θεοπρόπιον 
μυεῖ ξυμβολικῶς бин, εὐτελέος τε διαίτης, 
πεζῇ т, οὐχὶ θρασεῖ πώλῳ76 ἐφεζομένη, 
ἤτοι ἀεὶ φαύλην καὶ μηδενὸς οὖσαν ἑαυτὴν 
90 ἀξίαν οἰνομένη ἐν φρεσὶν οὐ στόματι, 
σκηνώσειςδ παρὰ πρῶνα ὄρους Xivoiv?? ἐν ἐρήμῳ, 
ἤτοι ἐνορμισθῇς 0 τῷ ἱερῷ λιμένι 
τῆς πολυυμνήτου καὶ μυριπνόου ἀπαθείης 
ἧς τὰ μάλιστα ἐρᾷ Πνεῦμα τὸ πανάγιον. 
95 φράζεο μὴ”! ἐπίσης λαῷ τῷ ἀγνώμονι κείνῳ 
καὶ σὺ τάλαινα κόρῳ кой EAN? οὐλομένῃ 
ὀρχηθμοῖς ёкӧфс̧З ἐκβακχευθεῖσα σεαυτήν: 
9v un σὺ τὰ τιμαλφῆ σεμνά τε πάντα τὰ σὰ 
γαστρὶ σῇ ἐγχωνεύσῃς,“4 ἶσα θεῷ τε λατρεύσῃς” 
100 τῇδε, καὶ ὡς κεῖνοι μοσχαρίῳ τὸ πάλαι 
μὴ σύ yet τῶν μετέπειτ᾽ ἀγαθῶν θείων ἀποτύχῃς, 


27 Ms.: ἐνεδρεύει (copied by jump of the eye from the previous verse), but Slav. ловлешемъ pre- 
supposes a noun in the instr. case ` 28 Ms.: πεῖσαι and αλάστωρ without breathing 29 Ms.: бу 
30 Ms.: τὸ 3! Ms.: εἴρξει 32 Ms.: τὰς 33 Ms.: -ωνύμενοι 34 Ms.: φαραῶ 35 Ms.: 
δ᾽ 1-, but it has "б in the margin, being a correction into ór ú- by the main scribe 36 Ms.: πόλω 
37 Ms.: μήδενος 38 Ms.:-nc 39 Sic ms., but -v may be a scribal error for -δ 40 Ms.: -ῆς 
41 Ms.: µη 42 Ms.: μέθη 43 Ms.: ἐκδῶς 44 Ms.: -σεις ἐγχωνεύω in the meaning of 
*smelt into’ seems to be a hapax, or to have only one possible ninth-century parallel 45 Ms.: -σεις 
46 Ms.: τε 


that he especially mischievously lies in wait for thee; by such 
trickery might the wretch strongly persuade thee to relax thine 
many saintly defenses [70], so that he might unexpectedly strike 
thee, finding thee careless, with one of his many soul-destroying 
shafts, or keep thee, by the noose of deadly conceit, away from 
advancement to higher virtues. For, being an Intelligence well 
suited to concoct evil [75], he knows how large is the profit, when 
we are fully wakeful, that we reap from the temptations that he 
puts before us, whenever we are strengthened by Divine Grace 
coming from on high. For when we are wakeful, the onset of temp- 
tations causes us to acquire the most splendid crowns [80], just as 
<it is good> for a good athlete to oppose wrestlers who know well 
how to compete. If, then, O Soul, thou shouldst escape the hands 
of the deadly Pharaoh with the help of thy Savior, and, having 
crossed his red depth of burning passions [85] by means of a dry, 
rather than moist [i.e. dainty] - as the Divine prophecy teaches us 
symbolically [e.g. Ex. 15:19; Ps. 65(66):6] - and modest diet, 
<and> on foot, rather than mounted on an unruly colt, that is, 
always considering thyself vile and a nothing, in thy heart rather 
than in thy mouth [90], <then> thou shalt dwell in the desert along 
the foot of Mount [cf. Anth. Pal. 9:328, 2] Sinai, that is, thou shalt 
enter the holy harbor [cf. Greg. Nyss., In inscr. psalmorum, 1:8 = 
5:60, 18-19 ed. JAEGER; De anima et resurrect., MIGNE, PG, 46, 
col. 84C] of the much celebrated and fragrance-exhaling [cf. Anth. 
Pal. 9:6, 1] impassibility, greatly desired by the Holy Ghost. 
Beware lest thou, O wretched one, like that ungrateful people 
<of Israel> [95], shouldst give thyself over, in a fit of Bacchic fren- 
zy, through surfeit and accursed drunkenness, to dancing [?]; nor 
shouldst thou smelt all thy holy and precious things into thy belly 
and worship it like a god, in the way in which that people <wor- 
shipped> their <molten> calf once upon a time [cf. Ex. 32:4-35] 
[100]. Mayest thou not be deprived of the good things that come 
afterwards - as these «people had been deprived» of the Land of 


Φαραώ, is explicitly identified with the devil by Basil of Caesarea and Theodoret of Cyrrhus, and 
implicitly by Proclus of Constantinople. Maxim may have remembered the phrase from Romanus the 
Melodist or the Acathist hymn (11.10). “Spiritual Egypt" is the realm of the devil in Athanasius of 
Alexandria and Eusebius of Caesarea. 15 


ὡς κἀκεῖνοι γῆς τῆς ἐν ἐπαγγελίαις, 
ἐς βασάνους τε ῥιφῇς αἰκιζούσας ἀπεράντως 
τῶν πρὸ νόμου πάντων xeipova*? δυσσεβέων' 
105 ἀλλ᾽ εἰ ἀληθείῃ Χριστὸν φιλέεις σὸν ἄνακτα, 
τὸν διὰ σ᾽ ἐν σταυρῷ γευσάμενον θανάτου, 
σπεῦσον ὅλῃ δυνάμει τὸν ἐκείνου θεῖον ἔρωτα 
ἐγκρύψαι τῇ σῇ ἐνδυκέως κραδίῃ ^? 
τοῦ δ᾽ 50 ἑτέρως σε τυχεῖν γε ἀμήχανον, fjv μὴ ἁπάσας 
110 στυγήσῃς τέλεον σαρκὸς ἑῆς ἐφέσειςὶ 
τὰς δ᾽ αὖτε μισῆσαι ἀμήχανον, ñv μὴ ἐρείσῃς 
τὸν θεῖον ταῖς σαῖς ἐν πραπίδεσσι φόβον: 
τόνδε δ᾽ αὖ οὐ κτήσῃ, ἢν μὴ ξύμπαντ ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτῆς 
ῥίψῃς δισταγμὸν καὶ τὸ δοκεῖν φρονέειν, 
115 ὡς ἁπλοῦν δὲ βρέφος τοῦ σοῦ κατόπιν βασιλῆος 
Воїус,52 τοῖς αὐτοῦ νεύμασι πειθομένη. 
ὡς ἀγάπη πλήρωμα νόμου πέφυκε ξύμπαντος, 
| τὼς πίστις κρηπὶς τῶν ἀρετῶν ἁπασῶν' 
miotic τάρβος ἔτικτε, τὸ δ᾽ ἐργασίην αὖ ἐφετμῶν, 
120 ἧς δι ἑνοῦται νοῦς τῇ θεϊκῇ ἀγάπῃ: 
ἧς ἐπιβᾶσα ταπεινὰ φρόνει, κόνιν 10053 σεαυτήν, 
ὥς κεν ἀεὶ τέρπῃ τοῖς θεϊκοῖς ὀάροις. 


47 Ms.: προνόμου 48 Sic ms.: reading xeipova<c> was avoided here on account of the Slav. adv. 
16 ropte 49 Ms.: -διη 50Ms.: του  5!Ms:-n; 22 Ms.: -εις 53 Ms.: 1001 


Promise - and be thrown instead into torments harrowing ever- 
lastingly, and worse than those <harrowing> all the impious who 
«lived» before the Law. But, if thou truly lovest Christ, thy Lord 
[105], Who tasted of death upon the Cross for thy sake, hasten 
with all thy strength duly to hide [cf. Matth. 13:33] the divine love 
for Him in thy heart. Thou shalt not be able to achieve this, unless 
thou completely abominatest the appetites of thy body [110]; 
again, it is not possible to hate the latter, unless thou firmly 
plantest the fear of God in thy mind; in turn, thou shalt not acquire 
«that fear>, unless thou rejectest all doubt and the belief that thou 
art wise; and followest, like a simple babe, in the steps of thy King 
[115], obeying His commands. For love is the fulfilling of all Law 
[cf. Rom. 13:10]; in the same way, faith is the foundation of all the 
virtues. Faith gave birth to awe, which in turn «gave birth» to the 
carrying out of the commands; through the latter, the mind 
becomes one with God's love [120]. Once thou hast obtained it, 
practice humility, knowing that thou art but dust, so that thou 
mayest rejoice forever in conversation [cf. Anth. Pal. 16:202, 2; 
Ian. Lascaris, Epigr. 42, 12 = p. 65 ed. MESCHINI] with God. 
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«Λόγος στηλιτευτικὸς εἰς τὴν Ἕλληνα πλάνην»Σ" 


Αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ θείῃ ἠλέγξαμεν ἤδη ἀρωγῇ 
τὴν κατὰ τοῦ Χριστοῦ λύσσαν Ἰουδαικήν, 
δεῦρο πρὸς Ἑλλήνων λοιπὸν τρέψωμεν ἑαυτούς, 
θυμέ, κακοφροσύνην καὶ ἀθυροστομίην: 
5 οὐχ ἧττον κείνων γὰρ ἐπεσβολίαις τὸ каб’ ἡμᾶς 
τοξεύουσι σέβας Χριστιανοὺς τὸ μέγα. 
οὓς “τεῦ ἕκητι! τὸ πάνσεπτον σέβας” εἴ τις ἔροιτο 
“τὼς ἐχθαίρετ᾽ ἄγαν καὶ διαπαίζετ᾽ ἀεί; 
10r τοὺς ἐμπτυσμούς, τοὺς αἰκισμούς, τὴν κατὰ κόρρης 
10 ὕβριν, τὸν σταυρὸν τόν T ἀκλεᾶΖ θάνατον 
ἄμμιν ὀνειδίζουσ᾽ ἐκμ»παίζοντες,᾽ ἅτε πλείστην 
δεικνῦντ᾽ ἀδρανίην ἡμετέροιο θεοῦ. 
δείλαιοι τῷ ὄντι καὶ ἄφρονες“ οὐ γὰρ ἴσασιν 
οἷς οὗ τὸ κλέος παμμεδέον τε κράτος 
15 σπεύδουσι κρύψαι, τούτοις μᾶλλον καὶ ἄκοντες 
δείκνυνται τοῦτον παμμεδέοντα θεόν, 
παναλκῆ, φρικτὸν καὶ πάνσοφον, εἴπερ ὑποστὰς 
TOi αἴσχιστα πάθη καὶ ἀκλεᾶ θάνατον, 
τῶν ὡς αὐτοὶ φασὶ θεῶν σφετέρων μεγαδόξων 
20 τὴν ὀφρῦν, τὰ θράση τήν T ἀνὰ γαῖαν” ὅλην 
λατρείην χρηστήριά т ἐς τέλος ἴσχυσ᾽ ὀλέσαι: 
οὐ πλήθει στρατιᾶς ἀγχεμάχοις θ᾽ ὁπλίταις 
μήτ᾽ ἁπατηλοῖς φάσμασι δείμασί T ἐκστατικοῖσιό 
μήτε κεραυνοβόλοις οὐρανόθεν βέλεσιν, 
25 ἀλλ᾽ ἀγανοῖς ἐπέεσσι kai ἀπλανέσι διδαχαῖσι 
καὶ φρικτῶν τεράτων ἐργασίαις μυρίων, 
πάντας ἀπὸ ξοάνων7 ζοφερᾶς ἀπάτης μετατιθεὶς 
φῶς ἔπιδ τῆς σφετέρης) ἀπλανὲς εὐσεβίης. 
μὴ δόξαν ἐπὶ γῆς μήτε τρυφῆς ἀπόλαυσιν 
30 μήτε γε τῶν τερπνῶν τοῦδ᾽ ἕτερόν τι βίου 
τοῖσιν ὑφιστάμενος: τοὐναντίον, αὐτὸν ἂν εὕροις 
θλῖψιν!0 καὶ δεινῶν παντοδαπῶν νιφάδας 


* Title reconstructed exempli gratia after Slav. Слово обличительно Ha еллинскую прелесть 

1 Ms.: ёк ἕκητι 2 Ms.: εὐκλεᾷ, but cf. Slav. безчестною and П, 18 ἀκλεᾶ θάνατον. 3 Ms.: 

ἐπαίζοντες; cf. Slav. поругающеся “СЕ. П, 339 — 5Ms.: ἀναγαῖαν, but cf. 1,35 Cf. II, 

95. 7 Ms.: ἀποξοάνων 8 Ms.: ἐπὶ, but cf. II, 66: φῶς Em εὐσεβίης 9 Ms.: -райс 10 
18 Ms. θλίψιν 


<Invective against Hellenic Deceit> 


Now that, with Divine succor, we have refuted the Jews’ rav- 
ings against Christ [cf. Maksim, Kazan’ ed., I, 39-51], come now, 
my soul, let us turn to the Hellenes’ folly and babble. For they, no 
less than the former, shoot off their scurrilities [5] against our 
great Christian worship. If anyone should ask them, “For what rea- 
son do ye bear such a great hatred against this most sacred wor- 
ship and scoff at it at all times?,” they mock and reproach us with 
the spittings, the injuries, the outrageous slaps in the face, the 
Cross, the inglorious death [10], as proof of the utter powerless- 
ness of our God. 

Wretches are they indeed and fools; for they do not realize 
that de ver things through which they strive to conceal His glory 
and all-ruling power are the things through which, albeit unwill- 
ingly [15], they show Him to be the all-ruling, all-powerful, awe- 
some, and all-wise God - if, after having undergone such dis- 
graceful sufferings and an inglorious death, He was able utterly to 
destroy the overbearing stance, the arrogance, the worship spread 
all over the world, and the oracles, of their boastful “gods” (as they 
call them) [21]. Not through the multitude of troops or through 
warriors fighting hand-to-hand, or through deceitful apparitions 
and upsetting terrors [cf. II, 95], or through the thunder-smiting 
shafts coming from the sky, but through gentle words [cf. Π. 
2:164, 180 etc.] and unerring teachings [25], and through the 
workings of countless wonders did He make all men move away 
from the murky deceit of the idols <and turn> towards the steady 
light of His piety. He did not promise them earthly glory, or enjoy- 
ment of luxuries, or anything else from among the delights of this 
life [30]; on the contrary, thou wilt find that He announced to them 
affliction and the tempests of all sorts of sufferings, and, as honor 
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τοῖσι mpoayyédAovta,!! γέρας δ᾽ ἐπὶ τοῖς καὶ ἀμοιβὴν 
τὴν τοῦ ὑψίστου θεῖαν ἀνακτορίαν. 
35 ἧς ἕνεκα πλήθη πανάπειρ 12 ἀνὰ γαῖαν бласоу!3 
ζητῶν εὑρήσεις παντοδαπῶν μερόπων, 
πάντων ἐκστάντας ὧν κέκτηντ᾽ , ἢ ἐν ἐρήμοις!“ 
τοῦδε βίου ὁσίως τὸ στάδιον τελέσαι, 
ἢ ὑπὲρ εὐσεβίης αἰκισθέντας πολυειδῶς 
40 παντοδαπαῖς βασάνοις τοῦτο λιπεῖν τὸ φάος. 
τίς δ᾽ ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰῶνος ὑμῶν θεός, ἠὲ κραταιὸς 
κοίρανος, ἢ ῥήτωρ, θεσμοθέτης τε σοφός, 
10v τοῖα κατορθῶσαι κἂν ξυμφυλέταις map’ ἑοῖσιν 
ἴσχυσε!” xai πεῖσαι!5 τούσδε καταφρονέειν 
45 πάντων τῶν τερπνῶν, θανάτου T αὐτοῦ κατατολμᾶν,ί7 
τέρπεσθαι T ὀδύναις ταῖς ὑπὲρ εὐσεβίης: 13 
οὐδένα πολλὰ καμὼν εὕροις πάντῃ!) ἀνέφικτα 
καὶ βροτέῃ σοφίῃ ταῦτα καὶ ἠνορέῃ. 
τῷ 0620 σταυρωθέντι, θοῶς ἀνδρῶν διὰ παύρων2] 
50 καὶ дбафу22 ἀνὰ γῆν” ταῦτ᾽ ἐτελέσθη ὅλην: 
καὶ τὸ μεγίστου θάμβους ёётоу24, ὅττι διώκταις 
πάντοθεν ὠμοτάτοις αἰνὰ διωκομένη, 
αἱρέσεων θ᾽ ὡσαύτως τρικυμίαις25 μυρίαισι 
κλυδωνιζομένη”ὃ ἠδ᾽ ἐνεδρευομένη, 
55 πίστις ἡ ἡμετέρα рёує127 ἀσάλευτος, ἐπίσης 
ἠλιβάτῳ2δ nérpn?? καὶ kivit? öper?! 
τῶν ταύτην ἔχθιστα”; διωξάντων θεομισῶν 
ἐξολοθρευθέντων τοῦδε κάκιστα βίου. 
εἰ δὴ ἀτρεκίῃ σοφίης ἱερᾶς εἰ ἐραστὴς 
60 καὶ πέπνυσαι στερρῷ νηφαλέῳ τε νωΐ, 
κἂν μηδέν”) σ᾽ ἕτερον meí0n?^ ῥῆμα θεόπνευστον 
ἐκστῆν 35 ἧς νοσέεις δυσσεβέος ἔριδος, 
κἂν ἐκ τῆς ἥττης καὶ ἀπωλείης᾽6 πανωλέθρου»; 
τῶν παρὰ 00138 μεγάλων ψευδομένων ἀθέων 
65 τῆς T ἀθρόας ἐξ εἰδόλων μετακλίσιος ἐθνῶν 
τῆς κατὰ τὸν Χριστὸν φῶς ἔπι εὐσεβίης, 
τὴν τοῦ σταυρωθέντος ἀήττητον ἐπίγνωθι 
ἰσχὺν καὶ κατάθου ἄφρονα πᾶσαν ἔριν. 


И Ma: πρὸ ἀγγε- 12 πανάπειρα is attested only twice elsewhere, in Byzantine lexica (of the 
twelfth century?); one would expect παναπείρονα, παναπείριτα or παναπείρατα 13 Cf. IL, 20, 
50, 75, 78,91 14 Ms.: ἐνερήμοις 15 Ms.: ἴσχυσαει, but cf. Slav. возможе 16 Ms.: πᾶσαι, 


but cf. Slav. увЪщевати 17 Ms.: κατὰ τολμᾶν 18 Ms.: ευσ- 19 Ms.: πάντη 20 Ms.: 
τῷ δε 21 Ms.: διαπαύρων 22 Cf. II, 92 23 Ms.: ἀναγῆν 24Ms.:noaccent 25 Ms.: 
τρικιμ- 26 Ms.: κλυδο- 27 Ms.: μίγμα, which makes no sense, but cf. Slav. пребываетъ 
неколеблема 28 Ms: -τω 29 М$.: -pn 30 Ms: -τω 31 Ms: öp- 32 Ms.: 
ἄχθιστα, а vox nullius, while ἔχθιστος is Homeric; cf. Slav. враждебнЪйше 33 Ms.: μὴ δέν 
34 Ms.: -θη 35 Ms.: -ñv 36 Ms.: -ἄπει-, but cf. Slav. погибели 37 Ms.: -νολ- 38 Ms.: 


παρασοὶ 


and reward at the end, the Divine rule of the One on High. If thou 
searchest, thou wilt find that all over the world [35] countless mul- 
titudes of all kinds of people either abandoned their possessions, 
or finished the course of their lives in a saintly fashion in a desert, 
or left the light of day, subjected in all kinds of ways to various 
torments on behalf of piety [40]. And, from the beginning of time, 
which of your gods or which mighty ruler, orator, or wise lawgiv- 
er was able to accomplish such «deeds», even among his own 
countrymen [cf. 1 Thess. 2:14], and to convince them to despise 
all the enjoyable things, to defy death itself [45] and to rejoice in 
pain «suffered» on behalf of piety? Try as thou mayest, thou wilt 
not find such a being; «all» this is altogether beyond the reach of 
human wisdom and strength [cf. Ian. Laskaris, Epigr. 10:8 = p. 41 
ed. MESCHINI, where “wisdom” and “strength” are combined]. But 
the Crucified One accomplished all this quickly all over the whole 
earth «and» through a few ignorant men [cf. II, 91] [50]; and, it is 
worthy of the greatest astonishment that our Faith, sorely pursued 
on all sides by the most cruel persecutors, and likewise ensnared 
and tossed about by the countless billows of heresies, remains 
unshaken [55], like a lofty rock [cf. П. 15:273, 619; Od. 9:243; 
10:88] and an unmoving mountain, while the God-haters who had 
persecuted it with utmost hatred have utterly and miserably van- 
ished from this life. 

If thou art truly a lover of holy wisdom and art wise, <and> 
of a firm and sober mind [60], <then> even if no other God- 
inspired utterance should persuade thee to abandon thy impious 
contentiousness by which thou art afflicted, do acknowledge - 
judging by the defeat and utterly smiting destruction [cf. 1 Tim. 
6:9] of the fallacious non-gods [?], considered great by thee, and 
by the Gentiles’ wholesale moving away from the idols [65] 
towards the light of piety according to Christ - the invincible 
power of the Crucified One, and do give up all insensate con- 
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σώφρονα νοῦν δ᾽ ἀναδεξάμενος, ий ᾧου ὄνειδος 
70 Χριστοῦ ἠδ᾽ 39 αἰσχύνην τἄτιμα κεῖνα πάθη, 
πάνσοφον ἀλλὰ θεοῦ τοῦ παναγάθου ἐπίνοιαν, 
πάνθ᾽ ὑπεριπταμένην νοῦν μερόπων καὶ Ёлос.40 
πρὸς τοῖσδ᾽ exb>Evvétwct! κἀκεῖνο σοφῶς τε λογίζου 
ὡς εἰ τὼς αἰσχροῖς οἷς κατεδέξαθ᾽ 42 ἑκὼν 
75 πότμῳ καὶ πάθεσι тої ἀξιάγαστ᾽ ἀνὰ πᾶσαν 
γαῖαν΄3 éte<u>tev*4 ἄφαρ θαύματ᾽ ἀριπρεπέα, 
lir δῆλος ἄρ᾽ ὡς Svvatdoc καὶ οἴῳ νεύματι θείῳ 
ταῦτα κατορθῶσαι раст ^9 ἀνὰ γαῖαν Bim 27 
εἰ γὰρ ἐπὶ στανροῦ΄δ πάσχων χθόν ὅλην ἐσάλευσεν 
80 φῶς τε τοῦ ἠελίου ἤματι” ἐν μεσάτῳ 
ἐς σκότος ἔτρεφε βαθὺ καὶ πέτρας ἔρρηξε 
καὶ ἤγειρε νεκροὺς ἔκπαλαι ἐνταφίους, 
πολλῷ μᾶλλον ἂν ἴσχυσεν, ὡς θεὸς ὢν παναλκής, 
τῷ θεϊκῷ αὐτοῦ νεύματι τὴν δνοφερὰν 
85 ἀχλὺν”ο ἀθεΐης ξοάνων ὁλοῶν μετατρέψαι 
παμφαὲς εὐσεβίης ἐς фбос̧5! ἀπλανέος, 
καὶ ψυχὰς μερόπων νενεκρωμένας 1952 ἀδευκεῖ 
ἀρχεκάκου ὀὁλοοῦ, τοῦ σκολιοῦ ὄφεος,77 
πνεύματι τῷ σφετέρῳ”! ζωῶσαι, ὡς ἀπὸ τύμβου” 
90 ταύτας ἀναστήσας δυσσεβίης ξοάνων. 
ἐξ ὧν οὖν àv 56 ὅλην διεπράξατο γῆν διὰ παύρων7 
καὶ ἀδαῶν”δ ἀνδρῶν σφόδρα θεοπρεπέως 
ἀψευδῆ γνόντες καὶ παναλκῆ θεὸν αὐτόν, 
μὴ σκηπτοῖς μαλεροῖς μήθ᾽ ὁπλιτῶν δυνάμει 
95 μήτ᾽ ἀπατηλοῖς φάσμασι δείμασί т ἐκστατικοῖσιν”᾽ 
ἐκπλήττοντα βροτοὺς μήτε βιαζόμενον, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἱερᾷ πραότητι καὶ ἱλαρότητιόὸ ἅπαντας 
κικλήσκοντα Enge! πρὸς φάος εὐσεβίης, 
εὐπειθῶςόΣ ἀκάκως τε πάθη σωτήρια т’ αὐτοῦ 
100 δέξασθ᾽ , ὥς νοσέων φάρμακ᾽ ἀκεστορίης: 
ὃς κἂν φαῦλα δοκέῃ6) тойт, οὐ σκοπέει περιέργως 
μήτ᾽ αὖ ἀπωθεῖται, ῥῶσιν ἑὴν ποθέων. 
δείξατεθ! [7] δὴ καὶ αὐτοὶ πρὸς θεὸν εὐπείθειαν 
ὡς κἀκεῖνος ὅσην πρὸς φθιτὸν ібторо,65 


39 Ms.: ib ΘΟΕΠ 200 *!Ms.: πρὸς τοῖς δ’ ἐξυνέτως, but cf. Slav. благоразумно “2 Ms.: 
-εδέξασθ΄ 43 Cf. H, 20, 35, 50, 78, 91 44 Ms.: ἔτεξεν, but cf. Slav. coxbra 45 Sic ms., 
but cf. Slav. возмогъ бы, which suggests a possible δύναιτ' ἂν 46 Ms.: ρᾶστ' ^! Cf. H, 20, 
35, 50, 75, 91 48 Ms: ἐπισταυροῦ ^? Ms: ἥμ- 50 Ms: ἀχλὴν 5! Ms: φαός 
52 Ms.: -ὢ 53 Cf. II, 262 54 Ms.: obetép@ 55 Ma ἀποτύμβου 56 Ms.: ἂν, which can 
be defended; бу = ἀνὰ, cf. II, 20, 50, 75, 78 and Slav. по всей земли 5? Ms.: διαπαύρων 58 
Cf. IL 50 5? Cf. IL, 23 60 Ms.: ἵλα- 61 Ms: ἐ- 62 Ms.: εὐπαθῶς, but cf. Slav. 
благопокорно and πᾶσαι for πεῖσαι in IL44; cf. also 1,279 63 Ms.: -n 64 Ms.: δείξωτε: 
read δείξοιτε, δείξαιτε or δείξατε; cf. Slav. покажите 65 Ms.: no accent 


tention. Rather, adopting a prudent state of mind, do not consider 
that those dishonoring sufferings of Christ were things blamable 
and shameful [70], but an all-wise design of the all-good God, 
transcending any understanding and words [cf. II, 200] of men. 
Moreover, reckon reasonably and wisely that if, through such dis- 
graceful things, death and sufferings that He willingly accepted 
[75], He forthwith wrought wonders worthy of such admiration all 
over the world, then it is clear that He was most easily capable of 
accomplishing them all over the whole world by his Divine com- 
mand alone. For if, suffering upon the Cross, He shook the whole 
earth, and in the middle of the day changed light [80] into deep 
darkness, and shattered rocks, and raised the dead who had been 
entombed of old [cf. Matth. 27:45, 51-52] - to a much greater 
degree was He surely able, being the Almighty God, to change by 
His Divine command the murky darkness [cf. Aesch. Eum. 379; 
Greg. Naz., MIGNE, PG, 37 1359 A] of the godlessness of the 
deadly idols [85] into the all-radiant light of unerring piety, and to 
vivify with His Spirit the souls of men - deadened by the bitter 
venom of the deadly originator of evil, the crooked serpent - by 
raising these souls from the impiety of idols as from a tomb [90]. 
Now, realizing from the deeds that He wrought in a manner high- 
ly worthy of a God all over the whole world through a few and 
ignorant men [cf. II, 49], that He is the true and all powerful God 
- not one who frightens mortals or overwhelms them by means of 
fierce thunderbolts and the strength of warriors, or through deceit- 
ful apparitions and upsetting terrors [cf. II, 23] [95], but one that, 
through holy meekness and cheerfulness, summons all to the light 
of His piety - receive ye His salutary sufferings obediently and in 
all simplicity, as a sick man does «receive» healing drugs [100]. 
Even if these drugs seem vile, he does not examine them inquisi- 
tively, nor does he reject them, for he wishes for recovery. Show 
ye, too, the same obedience towards God that he <, the sick man,» 
shows towards the mortal [cf. Anth. Pal. 9:117, 5] healer, and then 
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105 καὶ τόθ56 ὅσον γνώσεσθε πέλει σταυροῦ τὸ ὄνειαρ, 
ὡς τέρπει σφοδρῶς καὶ ἁγιάζει ἅμα 
ψυχὰς τῶν πιστευόντων καὶ δείκνυσιν αὐτοὺς 
τοῦ πανηγεμόνος υἷας ἀριπρεπέας, 
δόξῃ ἀριζήλῳ καταλαμπομένους διαπαντός, 
10 τῶν T ἀεὶ ἑστώτων πιμπλαμένους ἀγαθῶν. 
liv ἰσχὺς ἐν αὐτῷ γὰρ καὶ θεία χάρις ἐτέθησαν 
τῇ μὲν ἵν᾽ εὐφραίνῃ καὶ ἁγιάζῃθ”” ἅμα 
εὐσεβέων ψυχάς, τῇ δ᾽ αὖ πρὸς δῆριν ἄπαυστον 
θαρσαλέας τελέῃ δυσμενέων ἀφανῶν. 
115 ᾧ καθοπλισάµενοι δῆμοι ὁσίων φιλερήμων 
καὶ παναπειράριθμαϑδ στίφεα μαρτυρικὰ 
οἱ μὲν σαρκὸς ὁμοῦ σκιρτήµατα καὶ κακοτέχνους 
τελχίνωνό» ἐνέδρας poral? διεξέφυγον - 
ot νῦν συνδιάγουσιν ἐπουρανίῃσιν ἐν αὐλαῖςτὶ 
120 πνεύμασιν ὧν ἐπὶ γῆς fpericavro?? βίον - 
oi δὲ διωκοµένης ὑπὲρ εὐσεβίης ἀθλέοντες 
καὶ πυρὶ καὶ ξίφει καὶ μυρίαις βασάνοις 
σάρκας τὰς σφετέρας δαπανώμενοι, οὔτοι} ἔδεισαν, 
ἀλλὰ κατέπτυσαν θυμὸν ἅπαντ᾽ ἀσεβῶν, 
125 αἵματι τῷ σφετέρῳ πείθοντες ἅπαντας ἐπίσης 
ὑψιστόν τε θεὸν καὶ βροτὸν αὐτοτελῆ 
γνῶναι τὸν σταυρωθέντ, εἰ καὶ πότμον ἀεικῆ 
ἔτλη ἐπὶ σταυροῦ σαρκὶ βροτοπρεπέως.74 
οὐκ ἄρ᾽ ἀναλκείης τεκμήριον, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπόδειξις 
130 ἰσχύος ὁ σταυρὸς τῆς θεϊκῆς τελέθει 
ὡς καὶ τἀλθαίνειν”5 φαύλαις βοτάναις κακοήθη 
ἕλκε, ὑπερφυοῦς τέκμαρ ἀκεστορίης. 
εἰ δ᾽ οὐ πείθῃ76 τοῖσδε, μένεις δ᾽ ἔτι ἐξ ἀμετρήτου 
ἀφροσύνης παίζων σεμνὰ τὰ ἡμέτερα, 
135 οὐ ξένον: “οὐ δέχεται διδαχἠὴν μεγάλην ἀδαὴς γὰρ 
φησὶ “κλύων”Τ σοφίη ἡ καθ ὑμᾶς Δαναούς, 
μήτε μάθοι ἂν καρκῖνος ποτὲ ὀρθὰ βαδίζειν, 
μήτ ἂν λευκανθείη ounxóusvog μελάνωψ' 78 
τὼς ἂν μηδὲ φρὴν εἰδωλομανοῦς καὶ ἀθέσμου,'' 
140 πρήξεσι καὶ βδελυροῖς τερποµένου ἱμέροις, 


э 


$6 Ms.: το θ΄, but cf. Slav. тогда 67 Ms.: ἁγιάζει corrected into -ζη 68 παναπειράριθµα 
seems to be a Варах. ᾿Απειράριθµα is attested $9 Ms.: -χίκων 70 Ms.: ρᾶστα 71 Ms.: 
-inow and αυλαῖς 72 Ms.: ἧρε- 73 Ms.: οὗτοι 74 Cf. YI, 263 75 Sic ms., cf. Slav. exxe 
л®чити 76 Ms.: лап 77 Sic ms., cf. Slav. слыша 78 μελάνωψ ‘a black man’, i.e. the 
Devil, is very rare, patterned on Αἰθίοψ (cf. the position of the accent and the proverb Αἰθίοπα 
σμήχειν), in the same meaning, and on words ending in -wy; only one attestation of the word else- 
where, in an orthographical dictionary 79 Ms.: μὴ δὲ ἀθέσμου: sic ms., but Slav. беззакон- 
24 ными длы suggests ἀθέσμοις (that is, πρήξεσι), which may be correct 


ye shall learn how great is the profit «coming? from the Cross 
[105] - that it both mightily gladdens and sanctifies the souls of 
the believers and shows them to be the All-ruler's distinguished 
sons, forever illumined by the conspicuous glory and replete with 
goods that always endure [110]. For in the Cross were placed the 
Divine strength and grace, so that, with the latter, it might gladden 
and sanctify the souls of the pious and, with the former, embolden 
them in their incessant struggle against their invisible enemies. 
The folk of holy desert lovers [115] and the countless hosts of 
martyrs «were» armed with it: the former most easily escaped 
both the stirrings of the flesh and the cunning traps set up by the 
Slanderers (now, they dwell in the Heavenly abodes [cf. αὐλάς ... 
οὐρανίους, Maksim, First Epitaph on Patriarch Niphon II, 5 = 
Appendix, nr. 2 below] together with the spirits whose life-con- 
duct they had chosen <to emulate> while on earth) [120]; the lat- 
ter, contending on behalf of the persecuted piety, with their bodies 
consumed by fire, sword and countless tortures, showed no fear of 
- but rather scorned - all the wrath of the impious and persuaded 
all by their blood [125] to recognize the Crucified as being at the 
same time the Highest God and the Perfect Man, even if in body 


He suffered a wretched death on the Cross after the fashion of the’ 


mortals [cf. II, 263]. For the Cross is not witness to powerlessness, 
but proof of Divine might [130]; in the same way, the cure of 
malignant ulcers by means of vile herbs is witness to an extraor- 
dinary art of healing. If, however, thou art not persuaded by these 
things, and in thy endless folly still continuest to mock our revered 
<teachings>, no wonder: for your own wisdom, O Danaans, says, 
“An ignorant man, hearing a great teaching does not accept it 
[fontem non inveni] [135].” Nor will a crayfish ever learn to walk 
straight [cf. Aristoph. Pax 1083; LEUTSCH-SCHNEIDEWIN, Corpus, 
Il, 472 et al., cf. Suda, П, 165, 19 ed. ADLER] or a blackamoor, 
become white upon rubbing [cf. LEUTSCH-SCHNEIDEWIN, Corpus, 
II, 4 et al.]. In the same fashion, the mind of one who is raving 
mad about idols, is lawless in his deeds, and rejoices in abom- 
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ῥᾷστάδο пот’ εὐσεβέσι ξυνθήσεται ἠδ᾽ ὁσίοισι 
δόγμασι кой θεσμοῖς ἐνθέου εὐσεβίης.δ! 
Χριστιανῶν τὸ σέβας τοίνυν ἐπίγνωτε, ὦ οὗτοι, 
καὶ τὰ καθ᾽ ὕψιστον δόγματα πανάγια 
145 12r σώφρονι καὶ σεμνῇ σπεύσατε φρενὶ διερευνᾶν, 
μυκτῆρ᾽ ἐκ κραδίης πάντα παρωσάμενοι: 
οὐδὲν ἐν αὐτοῖς γὰρ δύσφημον ὅλως ἢ ἄσεμνον 
μήτε γελοιασμοῦ ἄξιον ἠὲ μίσους. 32 
οὔτοι ἐρωμανέων κεἰς κύκνον Ζεὺς μεταμειφθεὶς 
150 ὑψιπετῇδ T ἀετὸν καὶ χλοερὸν χρυσίον, 
τόφρα λαθὼν φθείρῃδ4 ἢ ἀλλοτρίας παρακοίτις 
ἁρπάσῃδ» ἢ ἐρατὸν μείρακα οἰνοχόον: 86 
μήτε κόρην γλαυκῶπιν ἑξῆς κεφαλῆς ἀποτίκτων, 
ἀμφήκει πληγείς τὴν κεφαλὴν πελέκει 
155 μήτε μετὰ στεροπῶν κατιὼν Σεμέλην T ἀποτεφρῶν 
καὶ μηρῷ ῥάπτων ἐν σφετέρῳ τὸ βρέφος: 
μήτε κόρῳ συμπαίζων καὶ τὸν ἐρώμενον αὐτοῦ 
δίσκῳ ἄκων κτείνας Φοῖβος ἀκερσεκόμης: 
μήτ᾽ 87 αὖ ἐρίζουσαι χρυσοῦ θεαὶ εἵνεκα μήλου 
160 καὶ μοιχευομένη "Apei ᾽Αϕροδίτη' 
μήτε θεοὶ χάρμην πρὸς σφᾶς αὐτοὺς κροτέοντες 
αἰχμαῖς т ἀλλήλους ἀντιδοκευόμενοι δὲ 
μήθ᾽ ἕτερόν τι ὅλως τοῖον θεομισθὲς ἂν εὕροις 
ἐν τοῖς πανάγνοις δόγμασι Χριστιανῶν. 
165 ἀλλ᾽ εἷς μὲν θεὸς ὑμνεῖται τρισυπόστατος αὐτοῖς, 
μήτε ὅλως ἀρχὴν μήτε πέρας лот ἔχων, 
παντοκράτωρ κύριος, συνέχων πάντα προνοῶν τε 
πασῶν ὧν κτίσεων φαινομένων T ἀφανῶν, 
πάνσοφος, οἰκτίρμων,ϑ᾽ πανάχραντος πανάγαθός τε, 
170 φῶς, ἔφεσις, ζωὴ καὶ ἀκόρεστοςθὉ ἔρως: 
μισῶν σφόδρ᾽ ἀσεβεῖς, ἀνόμους, ἀδίκουςθ! πλεονέκτας, 
αἰσχροβίους πόρνους, πάντας ὑπερφιάλους.» 
οὓς καὶ ἀεὶ δαπανῶντι κατακρίνει σκώληκι 
καὶ μὴ σβεννυμένῳθ3 πυρὶ καταχθονίῳ, 
175 αἰνεῖ δ᾽ εὐσεβέας ἀρετῆς Ө ἁπάσης Φιλεραστάς, 
τούς τ᾽ ἐπικαμπτομένους δάκρυσι τῶν ἀπόρων. 
οὓς καὶ ἀμειβόμενος ἀρετῆς χάριν ἧς, μετὰ πότμον 
δείκνυσι σφετέρους οὐρανίους ναέτας, 


50 Ms.: ρᾶστα 8! Ms.: ευσεβίης 82 Ms.: μύσους, “abomination,” which looks like a lectio 

difficilior, but cf. Slav. ненависти and the scribal error λύμναις for λίμναις in II, 235 83 Sic ms.: 

the standard stress is ὑψιπέτης 84 Ms.: -eipn 85 Ms.: -άση 86 Cf. II, 309-10 87 Ms.: 

no accent 88 ἀντιδοκευόμενοι seems to be a hapax 89 Ms.: -μωρ 90 Ms.: -στως 91 

Ms.: ἀδίκους supra versum 92 Ms: ὑπερφυά- 93 Ms.: -υμένω 94 φιλεραστής in the 
26 sense "lover of something" seems to be a hapax 


! Zeus and Leda. 


inable desires [140] will never easily agree with the pious and holy 
dogmas and laws of inspired piety. 

Therefore, acknowledge the worship of the Christians, ye 
men, and hasten to scrutinize the all-holy dogmas of the One on 
High with a prudent and pious mind [145], chasing away all 
raillery from your heart; for in them there is nothing at all shame- 
ful or impious, or worthy of mockery or hatred. «In these dog- 
mas» there certainly is no Zeus, mad with love, transformed into 
а swan,! a high-soaring eagle [cf., e.g., Il. 12:201; 13:822] and yel- 
low? gold? [150], in order that he might stealthily seduce or carry 
off other people's wives, or the lovely boy cupbearer [cf. Il, 309- 
1014 nor «is there a Zeus» giving birth, after having been struck 
on his head with a two-edged axe, to the maiden of the grey eyes 
[cf. Il. 24:26; Od. 2:433; 24:518] out of his head;? nor «a Zeus» 
descending amidst lightning and reducing Semele to ashes [155], 
and sewing the babe into his thigh;S nor «is there a> Phoibos of 
the unshorn hair [Il. 20:39] who played together with a youth and 
against his intention killed his lover with a discus;? nor again «are 
there» goddesses in rivalry on account of a golden apple? and 
Aphrodite committing adultery with Ares [160]. Nor «are there» 
gods stirring up [?] strife among themselves and lying in wait for 
each other [3] with spears. Nor wilt thou by any means find any 
other such God-hated thing in the all-holy dogmas of the 
Christians. As for them, they praise one God in Three Persons 
[165], Who has no beginning at all, nor ever an end, a Lord Panto- 
crator, Who holds everything together and provides for all of His 
creation, visible and invisible; «He is? all-wise, merciful, totally 
pure and totally good, Light, desire, Life and insatiable Love 
[170]; He greatly hates the impious, the law-breakers, the unjust 
extortioners, fornicators living shameful lives, all the arrogant 
people - He condemns them all to the ever-consuming worm and 
to the unquenchable subterranean fire [cf. Is. 66:24; Mark 9:48], 
while He gives praise to the pious, to lovers of all kinds of virtue 
[175] and to those moved by the tears of the indigent; He rewards 
them on account of their virtue [cf. ἀρετῶν wv, Maksim, First 
Epitaph on Patriarch Niphon II, 4 = Appendix, nr. 2 below], and 
after death He makes them into His dwellers in Heaven, always 


2 The Greek has χλοερὸν χρυσίον; χλοερός means ‘green’, but cf. μέλι 


χλωρόν ‘yellow honey’ in И. 11:631, Od. 10:234. 3 Zeus and Danae. 4 Zeus and Ganymede. 
5 Zeus and Athena. Cf. Maksim’s Letter on ancient mythology, ed. V. Е. Rasa, ByzSlav 6 (1935- 


36) 103. 


6 Zeus and Dionysos. Cf. Maksim’s Letter, as in the previous note, 102-103. 


Apollo and Hyacinth. 8 Judgment of Paris. 
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12v φωτὶ ἀεὶ θείῳ καταλαμπομένους neyadökwc,?? 
180 τῶν ἀφάτων αὐτοῦ πιπλαμένους ἀγαθῶν, 
οὐκ ἴδ᾽ ἅπερ ποτὲ ὄμμα ἀκήκοε μήτε τοι οὖας, 
μήτ᾽ αὖ ἐφαντάσθη νοῦς µερόποιο”ό ὅλως: 
ἔνθεος ἦχι χαρὰ καὶ εὐφροσύνη καὶ ἀγήρως 
ζωὴ καὶ σοφίης γνῶσις ἀειθαλέως. 
185 τοιάδε οὐχ ἡμεῖς, ἄνδρες,᾽7 μόνοι, ἀλλὰ καὶ αὐτοὶ 
οἱ map’ ὑμῖν πρῶτοι τῆς καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς σοφίηςὃ 
τοῦ τε πανηγεμόνος αὐτοῦ πέρι) τῆς τε δικαίας 
φρικτῆς τε κρίσεως, τῶν ἐν “Αδου βασάνων, 
καὶ φρονέουσιν ἄγαν καὶ δέλτοις ἐγκατέταξαν, 
190 εἰ καὶ μὴ τέλεον τῶν στοχάσαντο πέρι.100 
μήτε θεός κεν ἔοι γὰρ ἀμοιρῶν τῶν ὁμοφυῶν 
πνεύματος 5210! λόγου, οἷσι τὰ πάντ᾽ ἐπάγη, 102 
ὡς μηδ᾽ 103 ἠέλιος θέρμης Г ἀκτῖνος ἀμοιρῶν 
καὶ βροτέη ψυχὴ νοῦ τε λόγου τε ἄτερ. 
195 ὡς γὰρ év αὐτὸν δεῖ πιστεύειν τῇ οὐσίῃ, 
τὼς κυρύττειν χρὴ τριττὸν ὑποστάσεσιν, 104 
ταῖσι μεριζόμενον μὲν ὑποστάσεσιν ἀμερίστως 
τῇ © 105 ор ἀσυγχύτως обо ἑνιζόμενον: 
τῆς τε διαιρέσιος καὶ ἑνώσιος!06 ἀμφωτέρων τε 
200 πάνθ᾽ ὑπεριπταμένων!07 γοῦν μερόπων καὶ Ёпос.108 
τήν T ἐλπιζομένην εὐδαιμονίην μετὰ πότμον 
μὴ γυμναῖς ψυχαῖς τήνδε χρεὼν φρονέειν, 
μήτ᾽ αὖ μὴν ὑπὸ γῆν κατά τ᾽ ἀσφοδελὸν λειμῶνα, 
ὡς ἡ μυθολόγος Καλλιόπη θροέει, 
205 ἀλλ᾽ ὡς αὐτὸς ὁ παμμεδέων διετάξατ᾽ , ἐν αὐτοῖς 
οὐρανίοις δαπέδοις τῇ т ἐρατῇ!0᾽ Ἐδέμῃ, 10 
τῶν ψυχῶν αὖθίς γε συναπτομένων παραδόξως 
νεύματι θειοτέρῳ σώμασι τοῖς σφετέροις 
αὖθις ἀνισταμένοις, φαιδροῖς, ἀφθάρτοις, edt ἂν 
210 ` οὐρανόθεν καταβὰς κρινεῖ ἅπαντα βροτὀν!}} 


95 μεγαδόξως seems to be a Варах, patterned on the rare μεγάδοξος 96 Ms.: -ρόπειο (?) or 
-ρόποιο; μεροπήϊος is attested, but cf. II, 72, 200 νοῦν μερόπων. Slav. сердце челов$че follows 
1 Cor. 2:9, καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου, rather than the original 97 Sic ms., without punctuation, but cf. 
Slav.o муже and П, 314, also without an ὦ 98 Ms: σοφίαης 9? Ms.: no accent 109 
Position of stress in ms. is unclear 101 Ms.: no accent 102 Sic ms.; its reading has been kept, 
since the Homeric ἐπάγη (from πήγνυμι), ‘was firmed up, established’, is admissible, but ἐπάγῃ or 
ἐπάγει, ‘brings about’, is at least as likely; cf. П, 217 ξύμπαντα παρήγαγεν ... καὶ συνέχει. Slav. 
omits the second half of line 192 103 Ms.: μὴ δ΄ 104 Ms.: no accent 105 Ms.: τῆδ΄ 106 
Ms. ἐν- 107 Ms.: πάνθυπερ- 108 Cf. II, 72 109 After ἐρατῇ the word παραδόξως is 
crossed out in the ms (it was copied, by jump of the eye, from the next line) 10 After ἐδέμη the 
words νεύματι θειοτέρῳ σώμασι are crossed out in the ms (they were copied, by jump of the eye, 
28 from line 208) 11 Ms.: ἅπαντα βροτὸν after correction 


«and» in a very glorious manner illumined by Divine Light, filled 
with His indescribable good things [180] that the eye never saw 
nor did the ear hear, nor did the mind of a mortal altogether imag- 
ine [cf. 1 Cor. 2:9]; where there is Godly joy and gladness and 
eternal life and the knowledge of the ever-verdant wisdom. 

Such things are firmly held and have been put into books not 
only by us [185], O men, but also by those whom ye hold to be the 
very chieftains of your wisdom, concerning the All-ruler Himself 
and the just and terrible judgment, «namely» the torments in 
Hades, even if these men did not fully <fathom> these things in 
their speculations [190]. For God must partake of the Spirit and 
the Son, being of the same nature, by «all» of Whom everything 
was established [?];? in the same fashion, the sun must partake of 
warmth and rays, and the human soul «must not be» without mind 
and reason. For as one should believe that He is one in essence 
[195], so we should proclaim «Him» triple with respect to «His» 
hypostases; divided in hypostases indivisibly, but united in 
essence without confusion, with both the division and the union 
transcending all human understanding and words [cf. П:72] [200]. 

The hoped-for bliss after death should not be understood as 
«involving» naked souls «alone», nor again as «happening» 
underground as in the “asphodel meadow” [cf., e.g., Od. 11:539 
etc.], as Calliope, the teller of mythic tales, proclaims,!? but in the 
way the All-ruler ordained [205], «namely» on heavenly ground 
and in the lovely Edem, the souls being, by Divine command, 
wondrously united with their bodies, resurrected again, resplen- 
dent, incorruptible, when Christ the All-ruler will descend from 
Heaven and judge every mortal [210], dispensing to all according 


? Or: “through Whom He brings everything about." 19 Calliope, the muse of epic poetry, is 
appropriately mentioned after a Homeric phrase. In several manuscripts of the Slavic version of our 
poem, including a manuscript written during Maksim’s lifetime, this line is glossed by “сиречь 
Омирская книга,” “that is, Homer's book," cf. D. M. BULANIN in Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj 
Literatury 33 (1979) 70 and notes 21 and 22, who tends to attribute the gloss to Maksim himself. True 
or not, it remains that an early reader recognized the “asphodel meadow” as Homeric. 
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Χριστὸς ὁ παμμεδέων, τὰ кат ἀξίαν ὧνπερ ἕκαστος 
φαύλων ἢ ἀγαθῶν ἔδρασε πᾶσι νέμων. 
Br πρὸς τοῖσδ᾽ 112 ἰφθίμως πιστεύειν δεῖ κραδίηφι 13 
αὐτὰρ κηρύττειν!!4 χείλεσι θαρσαλέως, 
215 ὡς ὁ πανοικτίρµων κύριος καὶ πᾶσιν ἀνάσσων - 
ὅς γε διὰ σφετέραν!}5 ἀγαθότητα μόνην 
ἐς τὸ ἔμεν ξύμπαντα παρήγαγεν ἐκ μὴ ἐόντων 
συντηρεῖ T ἰδίῃ καὶ συνέχει δυνάμει - 
οἰκτείρας μερόπων οἰκτρὸν γένος, οὐ κατὰ κόσμον! 16 
220 ὀλλύμενον μυρίαις δαιμονικαῖς ἀπάταις 
πρήξεσί T ἐκθέςσ»μοις!17 συμφθειρόμενον καὶ ἀσέμνοις 
λαγνείαις, κτηνῶν ὡς ἀγέλην ἀλόγων, 
oioyevij!!? ἑὸν υἷα, θεὸν λόγον, ἶσον ἑαυτῷ 
φύτλῃ τῇ θεικῇ καὶ ἀπλέτῳ!17 δυνάμει, 
225 εἰς μερόπων ἐλεεινοῦ ἴηλε γένους ἐπαρωγήν, 
τόφρ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἁπάσης δυσσεβίης ἐναγοῦς!20 
εἰδόλων ὁλοῶν ἐκστησάμενος, διϊθύνῃ!2! 
γνῶσιν ἐπ᾽ ἀτρεκίης καὶ φάος!22 εὐσεβίης. 
σφόδρα προσῆκον ἔην γὰρ ἀπολλυμένην ἐλλεινῶς 
230 τελχίνων ὀὁλοῶν!23 παντοδαπαῖς ἀπάταις, 
εἰκόνα τὴν ἣν μὴ παροδεῦσαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπαρῆξαι' 
τοῦτ᾽ ἔργον!24 θεϊκῆς ἀγαθότητος ἄκρας. 
εἴ τι γὰρ ἐν τοῖς οὖσιν ἀγακλεὲς ἠδ᾽ ἐπιβάλλον 
εἰς γεῦσιν, τέρψιν, κόσμον, ἀκεστορίην, 
235 ἐν χθονί, ἐν πελάγει, ἐν λίμναις,125 ἐν ποταμοῖσιν, 
ἠέλιον, μήνην, ἀστέρας οὐρανίους, 
εὐκρασίην ἀέρων καὶ γῆς ὑετοὺς πιότητα, 
πάντα φιλανθρώπως τεῦξεν ὁ πανάγαθος, 
εἰκόν ἑὴν τιμῶν ἠδ᾽ εὐμεθόδως διὰ πάντων!26 
240 τῶνδ᾽ ἀνάγων αὐτὴν γνῶσιν ἐφ᾽ ἣν καὶ ἔρον. 
δῆλον ἄρ᾽ σφόδρ᾽ ὡς τίμιον ἔστι παρ᾽ αὐτῷ 
κτῆμα ὁ ἐκ ψυχῆς ξύνθετος ἠδὲ χοός' 
19127 καὶ βασκανίῃ ἀπατηθέντα! 25 κακοτέχνως!29 
δαίμονος οὐλομένου καὶ μυρίαισι πλάναις 
245 ἐς πυμάτην aóróvl?? κατολισθήσαντ ἀσέβειαν, 
οὐκ ἔφερ᾽ αὐτὸν ὁρῶν οἰκτρότατ᾽ ὀλλύμενον, 
13v σπλάγχνοις Ó οἰκτιριμῶν σφετέρων ἐλέους т ἀμυθήτου 
καμπτόμενος πατρικῶς, ὢ θεϊκῆς ἀγάπης, 


112 Ms.: τοῖς δ 115 Sic ms., dat. sg.; Slav. сердцемъ, too, points to a dat. sg. 114 Ms.: -ρήττειν 
115 Ms.: διασφετέραν 116 Ms.: κατακόσμον 117 Ms.: ἐκθέμοις 118 οἰογενής may be a 
hapax; οἰογένεια is attested once 112 Ms.: -έτω 120 Ms.: ἐναγοὺς 121 Ms.: -θύνη 122 
Ms.: φόος 123 Ms.: ὁλο- 124 Ms.: ἔργου 125 Ms.: λύμν- 126 Ms.: διαπάν- 127 
Ms: τῷ 128 Ms: ἀπαντηθέντα, but cf. Slav. прельщенна 129 Sic ms., but Slav. 
злокозненна, gen., suggests κακοτέχνου 130 Sic ms., but Slav. ero (gen. and acc. masc.) allows 
αὐτοῦ as an alternative 


to the worth of each one's evil or good deeds. 

In addition, one must firmly believe in one's heart and bold- 
ly proclaim through one's lips that the all-merciful Lord, ruling 
over all things [215] - Who, through His goodness alone, carried 
all things from non-being into being, and is preserving and keep- 
ing «them? together by His own power - took pity on the miser- 
able race of mortals, which was shamefully [cf. Od. 8:179; 181] 
perishing through countless demonic deceits [220] and was being 
corrupted to boot through lawless deeds and perverse sex, as on a 
herd of unreasonable beasts, and sent His only-begotten Son, God 
the Word, equal to Himself in Divine origin and immense power, 
to succor the miserable race of mortals [225], so that He would 
make them abandon all the accursed impiety of the deadly idols, 
and direct «them» towards the knowledge of the Truth and the 
Light of piety. 

For it was most fitting that He should not have passed by His 
own image, perishing miserably through the various guiles of the 
deadly Slanderers [230], but rather extend help «to 15»; this was а 
deed of supreme Divine goodness. For if there is, among existing 
things, anything highly renowned or contributing to enjoyment, 
joy, order «or» healing, whether on earth, in the sea, in lakes «or» 
in rivers [235]; «furthermore» the sun, the moon, the heavenly 
stars; the proper mixing of the air, rains, the fertility of the soil - 
all that was created in a men-loving fashion by the All-good One, 
Who «thus» honored His image and through all this led it up 
methodically to His knowledge and love [240]. «From this? it is 
quite obvious that <man>, the one composed of soul and dust, is a 
highly valuable possession for Him; that is why He could not bear 
to see him perishing miserably, deceived by the envy and evil 
cunning of the deadly demon and having slid into extreme impiety 
through the demon's countless deceits [245]; moved, like a father 
(oh Godly love!), through the mercy of His compassion and untold 
pity [cf. Luk. 1:78; Col. 3:12], He embarked upon the search for 
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κτίσματος αὐτὸς ἐπὶ σφετέρου!31 ὥρμησεν ἔρευναν, 
250 μορφὴν τὴν ἡμέων αὐτοτελῆ φορέσας. 
ñ ἐν ἀμωμήτως!32 ἱεροπρεπῶς τε βιώσας, 
τοῦ τε κατ ἀρχεκάκου δυσμενέος ӧ\ооб!33 
τριττὸν ἄρας νῖκος, τρὶς πειρασθεὶς ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου 
λευγαλέων πρώτοις τρισὶ παθῶν γενέταις, 
255 uapyocóvn!?^ γαστρός, δόξης καὶ πλούτου ἔρωτι, 
οἷς τὰ μάλιστα!’ βροτοὶ πάντες ἁλισκόμεθα, 
φοιτηταῖς т ἰδίοις παραδοὺς μυστήρια σεπτὰ 
εὐσεβίης ἀπλανοῦς καί γε θεηγορίης, 35 
τεθµά τε σεμνοτάτου!37 ἁγιοπρεπέος τε βίοιο 
260 αὐτοῖς δεσποτικῶς θεσμοθετησάμενος - 
οἷς καθοπλιζόµενοι ἀπονητὶ καταρράξουσι!38 
τὸν πολεμοῦντ αὐτοὺς αἰὲν ὄφιν σκολιόν!3} - 
γευσάμενος т ἐθελοντὶ βροτοπρεπέως!40 θανάτοιο 
τούς τε καθειργνυμένους εὐσεβέας ἐν “Αδου 
265 ἐκ νεκύων ἀλκῇ!41 θεϊκῇ!42 ἅμ᾽ ἑαυτῷ ἐγείρας, 
τούσδε μὲν εἰς ἐρατὴν ἤγαγε τὴν Ἐδέμην, 
αὐτὸς δ᾽ οὐρανὸν εἰσαναβὰς ἅμα σαρκὶ τῇ αὐτοῦ, 
νικητής! 3 θανάτου καὶ προνομεὺς ᾿Αἴδου, 
δεξιτεροῖς θώκοισιν ἑοῦ γενέταο κάθηται 
270 καὶ κριτὴς κεῖθεν προσδόκιμος τελέθει. 
τοῖα μὲν, ὦ ἄνδρες, τὰ καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς καίρια μᾶλλον, 
ὡς ξυνελόντ᾽ εἰπεῖν, δόγματα Χριστιανούς, 
λέξεσι κοινοτέραις μὲν ἠδ᾽ 14 εὐτελέσσι γραφέντα, 
αὐτὰρ ἐτητυμίῃ!45 λαμπρότερ᾽ ἠελίου: 
275 πηγἠ ἐὼν ἐλέους καὶ εὐνοίης ὁ ἄναξ γὰρ 
καὶ πάντας ἐπίσης εὐσυν[θ]έτως!46 ἐθέλων!47 
ἀξυνέτους συνετοὺς κατὰ νοῦν καρποῦσθαι! 48 ὄνειαρ, 
τὼς ξυγγεγράφθαι ταῦτ᾽ ἐπένευσ᾽ ἀφελῶς. 
μὴ τοίνυν τὸ ἁπλοῦν αὐτῶν χλευάζετε εἰκῇ!» 
280 ὡς μὴ Κεκροπίδι ξυγγραφὲν εὐφραδίῃ, 
14г τὸ στερρὸν б αὐτῶν, σεμνόν τε kai ἀξιάγαστον, 
τἀψευδὲς, TO σοφὸν καὶ τὸ δικαιότατον, 
εὐξυνέτως γνόντες, δοξάσατε τὸν πρὸς ὄνειαρ 
πάντα φιλανθρώπως οἰκονομοῦντα βροτοῖς. 


131 Ms.: &mode- 132 Ms.: ἐναμω- 133 Ms.: ὁλ- 134 Ms.: -νη 135 Ms.: ταµά- 136 Ms.: 
θε- supra versum 137 Ms.: -р- after correction? 138 Ms.: κατερράξουσι; perhaps to be kept 
as a reflection of κατέρραξα- in Ps. 73(74):6, 88(89):44, 101(102):10? Slav. has the fut. низложатъ 
139 Cf.: П, 88  !40 Sic ms., cf. II, 128, but reading -πέος is also possible 141 Ms.: @кй 142 
Ms.: -κῆ 143 Ms.: -τῆς 144 Ms.: ib 145 Ms.: ἑτ- 146 εὐσυνθέτως, ‘suitably’, ms., but 
εὐσυνέτως, ‘wisely, carefully’, attested in ће Suda, is more likely, cf. II, 283 εὐξυνέτως. Slav. here 
has нелестнЪ, which does not help 147 Ms.: -λοῦν 148 Ms.: no accent 149 Ms.: ἀκῆ; 
Slav. omits the word, but the correction is sure. Cf. the manuscript's confusion between -a- and -=- 
32 in II, 44 and 99 
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His creation, having put on our perfect shape [250]. He lived in it 
blamelessly and in a hallowed manner, and won a triple victory 
over the deadly foe, originator of evil, having been thrice tempted 
by him through the first three begetters of miserable passions: 
gluttony of the belly, love of glory and of riches [255], by which 
all we mortals are for the most part ensnared [cf. Matth. 4:1-10; 
Luke 4:1-12]; He passed the venerable mysteries of unerring piety 
and divine utterances on to His disciples and legislated for them, 
in the way of a master [260], the rules of a holy and saintly life - 
armed with these, they will effortlessly smite the crooked serpent 
[cf. II, 88] who forever wages war against them; He tasted of death 
by His own will and in the manner of a mortal, and, by Divine 
strength, together with Himself raised from the dead the pious who 
were locked up in Hell [265]. He led them into the lovely Edem; 
He Himself bodily ascended to Heaven, victor over death and 
plunderer of Hell, sitting on the throne to the right [Homeric; cf. 
also Greg. Naz., MIGNE, PG, 37, 1466A] of His Father, from 
where He is awaited «to come» as a judge [270]. 

Such are, O men, briefly put, the more essential dogmas for 
us Christians; they have been written down ín commonly used and 
plain words, but they are more resplendent than the sun when it 
comes to truthfulness. For the Lord, being the source of mercy and 
good will [275], «and» wisely [?] wishing that both the unwise 
and the wise reap profit in their minds, ordained that these «dog- 
mas> should be composed in such an unadorned way. Do not vain- 
ly scoff at their simplicity, as not having been composed in a lan- 
guage living up to Cecropian!! [cf. Anth, Pal. 7:81, 5; Suda III, 90, 
6] standards of correctness [280]; instead, wisely recognize their 
solidity, their venerable and admirable character, their truthful- 
ness, their wisdom, their utter justice, and glorify the One who, as 
lover of mankind, administers everything to the profit of mortals. 
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285 οὐ τὸ βρύειν γλαφυραῖς καὶ λέξεσιν ἐμμελέεσσι 
καὶ προχέειν γλώττας τερπνὸν ἑῆς κέλαδον, 
ἢ τὸ ἀπαγγέλλειν πινυτὰς ῥήσεις ἀγακλυτῶν 
Ὠγυγίων ἀνδρῶν, τοῦτο σοφῷ τὸ τέλος - 
ταῦθ᾽ ἅμα τῷδε βίῳ γὰρ συγκαταλύεται ἄφνω, 120 
290 τοῖς λοιποῖς τερπνοῖς ὠκυμόροις ἐπίσης -, 
ἀλλὰ τὸ τοῖσδ᾽ ἅμα πλουτεῖν καὶ σέβας ἐς τέλος ὀρθὸν 
σεμνόν T ἦθος ἔχειν καὶ βίον εὐκλεέα, 
ἤτοι εὐνομίῃ151 τε κοσμούμενον, σωφροσύνῃ 
καὶ πραότητ᾽ ἱερᾷ!52 καὶ χθαμαλοφροσύνῃ: 153 
295 τοῦτ᾽ εὐδαιμονίη ἄκρα, τοῦτο τέλος μακαριστόν, 
τοῦτο ёуобу!54 ἡμᾶς οἶδ᾽ ἐφετῶν τῷ ἄκρῳ.Ι55 
οὗ ἄλλως ἐπιβῆναι ἀμήχανον, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἔρωτι 
παφλάζοντι ἀεὶ ἐνθέου εὐσεβίης, 
σεμνοτάτου!56 τε βίου κτήσει ἀρετῆς τε ἁπάσης, 
300 πίστει ἐπ᾽ εἰλικρινεῖ ёрлеб’ ἐνιδρυμένων. 
ταύτην, ὦ ἄνδρες, κτήσασθαι!” σπεύσασθ , ἅπαντα 
ῥίψαντες τῦφον τὸν φρεσὶν ὑμετέραις!38 
προστριβέντ 15» ἐκ παιδείης σφετέρης Δαναΐδος, 
ἧς τὸ τέλος!90 πότμος νερτέριον Tí Ἔρεβος. 
305 εἰ γὰρ καὶ δοκέει διοριζομένη περὶ πάσης 
εὐτέχνως ἀρετῆς εὐρυθμίης τε τρόπων, 
ἀλλ᾽ αὖ αἰσχρέργοισι!6! θεῶν σφετέρων ἀναπείθει 
ἀσπάζεσθ᾽ буёбпу!62 πᾶσαν ἁπλῶς kakínv 
καὶ γὰρ μειρακίοισι καὶ ἀλλοτρίαις γαμεταῖσιν 
310 δείκνυσιν, ὡς проёфпу,163 τούσδ᾽ ἐπιμαινομένους,ί64 
καὶ πτολέμοισι μάχαις τε μιαιφονίαις τε δόλοις τε 
καὶ οἰνοφλυγίαις τούσδ᾽ ἐπιτερπομένους. 
ἢ οὐ τοιούτων αἰσχραγγελιῶν!55 ἀνάμεστοι 
αἱ пар’ ὑμῖν, йудрес̧,!66 δέλτοι ἀγακλέες; 
315 14v ὧν εἰ τὸ γλαφυρὸν τῆς λέξιος ἠδ᾽ ἐπαγωγὸν 
6141167 т1с168 πόρρω, τῶνδ᾽ ἀπαλειψάμενος, 
βόρβορος ἄντικρυς αἱ ἀγακλυτοὶ ὀφθήσονται 
δέλτοι τῶν пар’ ὑμῖν μουσοπόλων ἀνέρων.159 


150 Ms.: ἄμφνω: ἄμφω B, but cf. Slav. внфзапу 15! Ms.: -μίη 152 Ms.: -ρᾶ 153 χθα- 
μαλοφροσύνη is rare (it occurs once in Greg Naz. [hexameter]), but here it appears twice, cf. П, 362 
154 Ms.: no accent 155 Cf. Π, 358 156 Ms.: σενοµνο-, with the first -vo- crossed out 157 
Ms.: -σθε 158 Ms.: ἡμετέραις, but úp- is required by the sense; Slav. has вашихъ !59 Ms.: 
-τριβύντ΄ 160 Ms.: no accent 161 Ms, has clearly αἰσχρέργοισι, ‘obscene deeds’ (from 
Ἐρίσχρεργον = αἰσχρὸν ἔργον”), cf. Slav. студодЪяніи; it seems to be а Варах: αἰσχρέρτοισι vox 
nullius B, with the remark "scribal error?" in note 162 Ms.: ἂν ἔδ- 163 Cf. II, 151-2 164 
Ms.: ἐπιμενομένους (cf. also II, 336), but cf. Slav. бЪсящихся, II, 149 ἐρωμανέων, and II, 335 
ἐμμανέες; the middle voice ἐπιμένομαι etc. is not attested 165 Ms.: αἰσχρανγγ-; αἰσχραγγελία 
seems to be a hapax 166 Cf. II, 185 for a vocative without à 167 Ms.: -ψη 168 Ms.: τὶς 
169 Cf. II, 324 


For the goal of a wise man does not consist in gushing with pol- 
ished and elegant expressions [285] and in pouring forth the love- 
ly sounds of one's own tongue, or in relating the prudent sayings 
of the famous Ogygian men!? [cf. Anth. Pal. 2:378; 7:42, 7] - for 
all this suddenly disappears together with the life here «on earth», 
as do the other quickly perishing pleasures [290]; but both to 
abound in those «qualities? and to the very end possess the right 
worship, grave manners, and a life of good repute, that is, one 
adorned with adherence to the law and chastity, and with holy 
mildness and a humble frame of mind [cf. Greg. Naz., MIGNE, PG, 
37, 784 A] - this is the highest happiness, this is the «most» 
blessed goal [295], this is the thing that is able to unite us with the 
Highest Object of desire. It is impossible to reach it, except by a 
constantly boiling-over love of piety and by a most honorable life 
and by the acquisition of all kinds of virtue, firmly imbedded in 
sincere faith [300]. O men, hasten to acquire this faith, casting 
away all vanity that has attached itself to your minds on account 
of your Danaan education? whose goal is death and the under- 
ground Erebos. For even if «this education» seems to be setting up 
expert definitions [305] concerning all kinds of virtue and the 
gracefulness of customs, still, it persuades one to embrace 
absolutely all types of evil without restraint, on account of the 
obscene deeds of its gods. For, as I said before [cf. II, 151], it 
shows these «gods» being mad after boys and other people's 
wives [310], and finding joy in wars, battles, bloody murders, 
treacheries and drunken revelries. Are not, O men, your famous 
books replete with such obscene messages? If one should cast far 
away their elegant and attractive style [315], and rub it off them, 
the very famous books of your bards will right away turn out to be 


12 Men of old. 13 Classical Greek culture. 
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τοιάδ᾽ ἔχων κακίης ἁπάσης ὑποδείγματα, πῶς тїс!70 
320 σώφρον᾽ ἕλοιτο mot ἂν σεμνοπρεπῆ τε βίον; 
τὸν γὰρ ἐτάζοντ᾽ αὐτὸν ἐφ᾽ οἷς ἐβίωσεν ἀσέμνως 
οὔτοι ἔολπεν ὅλως: ταὐτά!7! γὰρ οἱ μεγάλοι 
πράξαντες θεοὶ αὐτοῦ, ἀνυμνοῦνται παρὰ πάντων! 72 
τῶν παρ᾽ ὑμῖν πρώτων! 73 μουσοπόλων ἀνέρων.174 
325 τῦφον ἄρ᾽ ἡ каб’ ὑμᾶς σοφίη μόνον οἶδε περιττὸν 
ἐντίκτειν ψυχαῖς ἀκροατῶν σφετέρων, 
τήν T ἐξ ἀνθρώπων κενεὴν δόξαν ἀναπείθει 
τοῦτο τέλος δοκέειν τρισμακάριστον ἔμεν, 
σπεύδειν т εὐφραίνεσθαι!”5 πᾶσι τρόποις διὰ παντός. 
330 Χρύσιππος βοάτω, σός T Ἐπίκουρος ἅμα 
καὶ πάντες σχεδὸν οἱ пар’ ὑμῖν μεγαλώνυμοι ἄνδρες: 
εὐεπίηφι!76 uóvn!77 τὰς ἱερὰς ἀρετὰς 
ὑμνήσαντες δείκνυνται σφετέραισι!78 γραφαῖσιν, 
αἷσιν ἐνέσπαρται πᾶν ἀθέμιτον ἄγος: 
335 τοῦ μὲν ἄρ᾽ αὐτοὶ ἐμμανέες γεγαῶτες ἐρασταί, 
ὡς ἐνίους αὐτῶν, τοῦτ᾽ ἐπιμαινομένους, 7. 
βρωθῆναι κυσί, τοῦ δὲ διηγηταὶ γεγενῆσθαι 
σπεύσαντες σφετέραις τοῖς μετέπειτα!30 γραφαῖς. 
δείλαιοι!5] τῷ ὄντι καὶ ἄφρονες,152 οὕνεκεν ἰσχὺν 
340 τῆς «π»εριθρυλλήτου!83 εὐμαθίης!84 σφετέρης155 
τοῖς μετέπειτ᾽ 186 ἔλιπον κακίης ἁπάσης ὑπόδειγμα: 
λώιον ἦν αὐτοῖς, =187 ἀδαεῖς τέλεον - 
τοῦδ᾽ ἐκδημῆσαι βίου, ἤπερ πολλὰ μαθόντας!938 
15r παιδευτὰς δόξαι παντοδαποῖο ἄγους' 
345 τοῖς σφετέροις γὰρ ἀεὶ Evyypau<u>aoivl8 εἰς τὸ βάραθρον 
ὠθοῦσι μυρίους τῶν ὑπὸ γῆν βασάνων. 
καλόν, σφόδρα καλόν, τὸ ἐπιστήμῃ σεσοφίσθαι 
πάσῃ!0 τε γνώσει τῆς ἱερᾶς σοφίης, 
mal?! χρεὼν πρὸς τούτοις πλουτεῖν καὶ σέβας ὀρθόν, 
350 καὶ κατακοσμεῖσθαι]”2 σεμνοπρεπέσσι τρόποις: 
μὴ μερόπων πρὸς ἀρέσκειαν, μήτε πρὸς ἔπαινον 
καὶ κενεὴν δόξαν καὶ χρυσίου ἔφεσιν - 
of 193 ἐπιτηδεύουσι τινὲς φαῦλοι καὶ + ἄργυται 1,194 
δοῦλοι ἑῆς γαστρὸς δοξαρίου τε κενοῦ - 


170 Ms.: τὶς 17! Ms: т αὐτὰ 172 Ms: παραπάντων ИЗ Ms.: πρῶτων 174 СЕ. П, 318 175 Ms: 


ἐφραί- 176 Sic ms.; one expects εὐεπίῃ, but this form of the dat. sing. is Homeric 177 Ms.: 
μόνη, but cf. Slav. красноглаголаніемъ единымъ 178 Ms.: σφετέρεσι 179 Ms.: ἐπιμενο- 
μένους, but cf. IE, 335 ἐμμανέες and П, 310; Slav. ищущимъ is neutral — 180 Cf. П, 341 181 Ms.: 
-λεοι 182 Cf. IL, 13 183 Ms.: £pi θρυ- 184 Sic ms.; cf. Slav. мудрости 185 Ms.: -ρᾶς 
186 Cf. II, 338 187 Sic ms.; beginning of an anacoluth, with ἐκδημήσαιεν intended? 188 Ms.: 
-όντες, which may be correct 189 Ms.: -άμασιν 1% Ms.: -on 191 Ms.: no accent !92 Ms.: 


κ(α)τ(ὰ) коси- 193 Ms: oi &- 1% Sic ms.; reading ἀγύρται, ‘cheats, impostors’ is possible, 
cf. ἀγυρτικὸν [sc. βίον] of a defrocked monk's way of life in Theoph. Cont. П, 14-58, 17 ed. Bonn, 
but cf. Slav. худомысленніи, which corresponds rather to e.g. μικρολόγοι or ἄλογοι 


mire. Facing such examples of all kinds of evil, how would any- 
one ever choose a chaste and dignified «way of» life [320]? 

Indeed, he «can» by no means expect that someone will 
examine him about his life's ignoble «deeds»; for his great gods, 
having committed the same things, are praised by all of your fore- 
most bards [cf. II, 318]. All that your wisdom is able «to do», 
then, is to produce prodigious vanity [325] in the souls of her dis- 
ciples, and she persuades «them»? to think that the empty glory 
«coming? from men is a thrice-blessed goal, and to strive to make 
merry by all means and at all times. Let Chrysippos!^ speak out 
loudly, along with thine Epicurus [330],15 and almost all of your 
men with great names: they turn out to have praised the holy 
virtues by beautiful words alone in their writings, replete with all 
kinds of wicked pollution. With some of this pollution, they them- 
selves fell madly in love [335], so that sundry of them, madly pur- 
suing it, were devoured by dogs;!® with some of it, they strove to 
become the narrators for future generations in their own writings. 
Wretches are they indeed and insensate, because they left the vigor 
of their famous learning [340] as an example of all kinds of evil 
for future generations. It would have been better for them to have 
left this life as [?] total ignoramuses, than to have learned many 
things and to have appeared as teachers of all sorts of pollution; for 
through their writings they constantly push multitudes into the pit 
[345] of underground torments. 

It is a good, a very good thing to be made wise in under- 
standing and in all knowledge of holy wisdom, but one must in 
addition be rich in correct worship and be adorned with dignified 
manners [350]; this not in order to please «other» men, or to 
«receive» praise or «acquire» empty glory, or through desire of 
gold - «all» of which some worthless people and impostors [?] 
make their own business, «being» in bondage to their own belly 


14 C. 280 - c. 207 B. Ο., Stoic philosopher. 15 341-270 B. C., attacked for atheism. Cf. Maksim, 
Kazan’ ed., I, 451 (taken over from the Suda): “the same [i.e. some pagan philosophers], condemn- 
ing the philosopher Epicurus, ... call him an atheist (безбожника ero наричутъ).” 16 Within 
Maksim's literary horizon, largely determined by the Suda, there were three candidates for meeting 
this fate: the tragedian Euripides, cf. Suda, II, 368, 28-31 ed. ADLER; Diogenes the Cynic, c. 412-323 
B. C.; on his death, cf., e.g., Anth. Pal. 7:116 (by Diogenes Laertios) and the Suda s.v. ἄγε and ὁδάξ, 
and Lucian of Samosata, c. 120-180 A. D., condemned, but much read, by the Christians, cf. Suda, 
III, 283, 7-8 ed. ADLER. 
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355 ἀλλὰ St αὐτὴν τὴν ὄντως!35 οὖσαν ἀπέραντον 
δόξαν καὶ κτῆσιν τῶν μετέπειτ᾽ ἀγαθῶν. 
τοῦτο τέλος ἀτρεκῶς σοφίης ἱερᾶς τῷ ἐραστῇ, 
αὐτῷ!”6 ἑνωθῆναι!97 τῶν ἐφετῶν THI ἄκρῳ:15» 
οὐχὶ γραωδῶν καὶ σαπρῶν διὰ γνώσιωςΖ00 ὕθλων 
360 καὶ ᾿Ακαδημαϊκῆς στωμύλου εὐφραδίης,201 
ἀλλ᾽ ἀκριβεῖ φυλακῇ τῶν τοῦ ὑψίστουζθΖ ἐφετμῶν 
ψυχῆς T ἀκακίῃ καὶ χθαμαλοφροσύνῃ,203 
σωφροσύνῃ θ᾽ ἱερᾷ καὶ μακροθύμῳ πραότητι, 
καὶ ἀδόλῳ πάντας πρὸς μέροπας ἀγάπῃ. 
365 οἷς 6 кат εἰκόνα χειρὶ θεοῦ πλασθεὶς ἐπάνεισι 
δόξαν ἔπι лротпу204 αἶψα πάλιν205 офетёроу,206 
oionep207 ἀμοιβὴ обто208 ὁ ἐκ μερόπων βραχυτερπής,20» 
ἀλλ᾽ ὁ ὑφ᾽ ὑψίστου μὴ πέρας αἶνος ἔχων: 
καὶ τέλος, αὐτοῦ τοῦ θείου κάλλους κατατρυφᾶν 
370 αὐτοῖς ἐν δαπέδοις τοῖς ὑπερουρανίοις.210 
μὴ τῷ τῆς κενῆς καλλιφραδίης2!! Κεκροπίδος2!2 
κηληθμῷ213 λοιπὸν θελγόμενοι κενεῶς 
τῇ τῆς δυσσεβίης ἀπολειφθῶμεν ἐν ὁμίχλῃ,214 
τὴν δ᾽ ἐν τῇδ᾽ ἄθεον κευθομένην ἀπάτην 
375 ἐκ ψυχῆς μισήσαντες, ἐπιμαστεύσωμεν 
τὴν εὐαγγελικὴν ἁπλανέ᾽ ἀτρεκίην. 
ἧς δι émyvóvreg?15 Ev ἄναρχον ἀεί τε ёбуто216 
15ν πανάγαθον2ὶῖ κύριον παμμεδέοντα θεόν, 
πρηνεῖς δεῦτε πεσόντες ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ ἐς αἶαν, 
380 κράξωμεν: “δούλων φεῖσαι ἄναξ σφετέρων.” 


195 Ms.: -τος 196 Ms.. -τῶ 197 Ms.: éy- 198 Ms.: τὸ, but cf. τῷ II, 296 199 Cf. TI, 
296 200 Ms.: διαγνώσιως, corrected from διαγνώσεως; one expects -γνώσιος 201 Ms.: 
ἀφραδίης, but cf. Slav. высокоуміемъ, II, 280 Κεκροπίδι … εὐφραδίῃ and I, 371 κενῆς 
καλλιφραδίης Κεκροπίδος 202 Ms.: no accent 203 Ms.: -μολο-; cf. II, 294 204 Ms.: 
ἐπιπρώ- 205 Ms.: по accent 206 Ms.: σφετέρων, but cf. Slav. славЪ своей 207 Ms.: oig 
σφετέρων περ, with σφετέρ crossed out 208 Ms.: οὔται 202 βραχυτερπής is attested only 
once elsewhere, in a ninth-century Byzantine text 210 Ms.: ὑπερ οὐνίοις 21 καλλιφραδίης 
is attested only twice elsewhere, in late Byzantine texts 212 Ms.: -πῖδος ?13 Ms.: -μῶ 214 
Ms.: -χλη 215 After ἐπιγνόντες ms. has Évv ἄρχον, crossed out 216 Ms.: ἐρνόντα 217 
38 Ms.: no accent 


V Attic. 


and to empty gloriole - but on account of the truly boundless glory 
[355], and of acquiring future goods. This is forsooth the goal of 
the lover of holy wisdom: to become united with the very summit 
of things desirable; not through the knowledge of old wives’ rot- 
ten tales and of the loquacious preciosity of the Academy [360], 
but through strict observance of the commands of the Highest 
One, innocence of soul and humble frame of mind, holy chastity, 
patient mildness, and guileless love towards all men. Through 
these things, the one who was created by the hand of God in «His? 
image will rapidly ascend [365] again to his original glory; the 
reward for these things certainly does not consist in the praise 
coming from mortals, that brings short-lived pleasure, but in the 
praise without end coming from the Highest one; and the goal [?] 
«is» to delight «oneself» in Divine goodness on the grounds 
<lying> in the Heavens [370]. Let us not, charmed to no purpose 
by the enchantment of Сесгоріап!? eloquence, be vainly left 
behind in a cloud of impiety; rather, hating with all our souls the 
deceit that is hiding in it, let us search [375] for the unerring truth 
of the Gospels. Having acknowledged, through this truth, the One 
Lord God without beginning, eternal, All-good, All-ruler, come, 
let us fall down to the ground in His presence «and» exclaim: “О 
Lord, have mercy on Thy servants [380].” 
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«Letter of Presentation» 


Μακροβίῳ τῷ πολλυθρυλλήτῳϊ ἐραστῇ πάσης σοφίας ἱερᾶς ὁ 
Μίνιμος μᾶλλον ἢ Μάξιμος, ὁ ποτὲ Ἑλλάδιοςᾖ νῦν δὲ 
Ὑπερβόρειος, χαίρειν ἐν κυρίῳ. τὸ βραχὺ φιλοπόνημαή τοῦτο 
δεξάμενος, ἐπιδιώρθωσον αὐτὸ ἐν οἷσπερ δόξει ἐσφάλθαι καὶ 
5 ἐπιδιωρθωθέν σοι, μὴ βυθοῖς λήθης, ἀξιῶ σε, παραδοθήτω, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ ἄλλοις φιλαρέτοις ἐπιγνωσθήτω: καὶ εἰ μὴ πάντας, ἀλλ᾽ ἴσως 
τινὰς ἐκσπάσει τῆς ὑπερβαλλούσης ἐρωμανίηςό αὐτῶν, ἧς νοσοῦσιν 
ἀκρατῶς mepi? τὰ Ἑλληνικὰ στωμύλματα. "орков. ἀγαπητὲ ἑταῖρε 
καὶ ἀδελφὲ ἐν коріо. 
ζωξῳ: ἐκ πόλεως Μοσχοβίου, τῆς βασιλευούσης πάσης τῆς 
10 ἀνωτάτου” Ῥωσίας. 


1 Ms.: -то 2 Ἑλλάδιος seems to be a hapax in the meaning of "inhabitant of Hellas". It is attest- 

ed as a proper name in the Anth. Pal., 8:151, 4; 152,2; 153,3 (Gregory of Nazianzus) and in the Suda. 

Ίαπος Laskaris uses Ἑλλαδικός 3 Ms.: ко 4 Φιλοπόνημα is rare and apparently Byzantine 

(attested in Photios and Constantine Porphyrogenitus) 5 Ms.: no accent 6 Gen. ἐρωμανίης is 

attested in Anth. Pal. 5:220, 2; 255, 12; 293, 2, in the Suda (that quotes from 5:220, 2) and signifi- 

cantly in Ianos Laskaris’s Epigr. 15,12 = p. 45 ed. MESCHINI 7 Ms.: no accent 8 Ms.: -κώ 
40 ° Sic ms.; one expects ἀνωτάτω or (less likely) ἀνωτάτης 


«Letter of Presentation» 


To Makrobios,! the much-talked-about lover of all holy wisdom, 
Minimos, rather than Maximos, the one that was once a Helladian, and 
is now a Hyperborean, greetings in the Lord. When you receive this 
short work, correct it in things in which it appears to be in error. And 
when you will have corrected it, please, let it not be delivered over to 
the depths of oblivion, but be brought to the knowledge of other friends 
of virtue as well. And «thus» it perhaps will pull some away from the 
exceeding mad love for Hellenic babble, by which they are uncontrol- 
lably afflicted. Farewell, beloved friend and brother in the Lord. 

In «the year» 7060,2 from the city of Moscow, the reigning city of 
all the northernmost Rosia. 


! Literally, “To the Long-Lived One" (that is, possibly “to the man from Athos,” “to a Hyperborean," 
or *to an ascetic [like the Brachmanes]": cf. Maksim's translation of Suda's entry Βραχμάν [7 I, 493- 
494 ed. ADLER], where Μακρόβιοι are described at length as saintly people. For Maksim's Slavic 
version, cf. D. M. BULANIN, Perevody i poslanija Maksima Greka, Leningrad 1984, 147). It seems 
that “Makrobios” is a (possibly punning) nickname, to be understood only among the initiates. 
Maksim was familiar with the device: he called himself “Minimos” in the Letter of Presentation, and 
Δωρίλεως in a letter of 1500; in that same letter, he also sent greetings to a friend whom he dubbed 
δερματοπώλης, “the merchant of hides, you know whom I have in mind." For the texts, cf. DENISSOFF, 
Maxime le Grec (as in note 1 to the main text above), 403 and 404. The name Makrobios is unknown 
to me from sources later than the fifth century. 2 1551/2. 
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IV 


Maksim Grek's Slavic Works: Originals or Translations? 


When we observed (Section ID) that the Slavic translation of Maksim's two poems 
helped Dr. BULANIN in understanding their Greek text, we implied that the translator into 
Slavic had done his job well. In this section, we shall submit the Slavic text to a further 
scrutiny. In subsection A we shall adduce two groups of "neutral" cases, where the Greek 
as we have it can be improved with the help of the Slavic translation, and vice versa. 
(Proposals to change the Slavic text of the KAZAN' edition's Poem I have been in their 
majority confirmed by the actual readings of a randomly available Slavic manuscript). In 
subsection B we shall provide some particulars that shall allow us to propose Maksim him- 
self as translator of our two poems and perhaps of a third one as well. 


A: “Neutral” cases 


1. The Slavic translation helps improve the readings 
of the Vindobonensis phil. gr. 202 (7 Ms) 


I, 69 Ms.: ἐνεδρεύει, ‘lies in wait’: S ловленіемъ: read ἐνεδρείᾳ, ‘by trickery’ 

IL 10 Ms.: εὐκλεᾷ ‘glorious’: S безчестною: read ἀκλεᾷ, ‘inglorious’ 

IL 44 Ms.: πᾶσαι, ‘all’: S увЪщевати, ‘persuade’: read πεῖσαι, ‘persuade’ 

П, 57 Ms.: ἄχθιστα, vox nullius: $ враждебнфйше, ‘in a most hostile way’: read 
ἔχθιστα, ‘with utmost hatred’ 

IL 76 Ms.: ἔτεξεν, ‘gave birth to’: S сод$ла, ‘made’: read ἔτευξεν, ‘wrought’ (seen 
by B) 

II, 99 Ms.: εὐπαθῶς, ‘with delight’: S благопокорно, ‘obediently’: read εὐπειθῶς, 
‘obediently’ 


П, 243 Ms. ἀπαντηθέντα, ‘encountered’: S прельщена, ‘deceived’: read ἀπατη- 
θέντα, ‘deceived’ 

1, 289 | Ms. ἄμφνω: S внЪзапу, ‘suddenly’: read ἄφνω, ‘suddenly’ 

II, 310 Ms.: ἐπιμενομένους, ‘insisting? (the middle voice is not attested)’: S 
бесящихся, ‘being possessed by demons’: read ἐπιμαινομένους, ‘mad’ 

П, 340 Ms.: ἀμαθίης: S мудрости, ‘wisdom’: read εὐμαθίης, ‘wisdom’ 

II, 360 Ms.: ἀφραδίης, ‘ineptitude in speech’: S высокоумемъ, ‘high-mindedness’: 
read εὐφραδίης, ‘eloquence’ | 


2. The Vindobonensis helps correct the wrong readings of the Kazan' edition (= К); 
some of the proposed corrections are confirmed by the readings 
in the Vindobonensis Slav. 162 (= VS) 
L6 К удовл$но: Ms.: ἤρκεσ, ‘was enough’: read удовл$ло, ‘was sufficient’; so 
also VS, fol. 301° 
I, 27-28 K wher» x bno рещи, ‘it is not proper to say’: Ms.: οὔτοι ἀπεικὸς εἰπεῖν, ‘it is 
not unreasonable to say’: read нЪсть нел®по penga, ‘it is not improper to say” 


1, 90 
L 102 


1,122 


II, 36 
II, 76 
II, 98 


IL 160 
П, 164 


II, 378 


К ни владБющего, ‘nor the one that rules’: Ms.: kai ... κρατέοντα, ‘and «its» 
ruler’: read и владющего, ‘and the one that rules’; so also VS, fol. 3019 

К наставляемъ, ‘directed, masc.”: Ms.: ἰθυνομένην, ‘idem, fem.’: read настав- 
ляему, ‘idem, fem.’; so also VS, fol. 301" 

К раздБлили, ‘they distributed’: Ms.: δάσσατ’, ‘he distributed’: read 
разд$лилъ, ‘he distributed’; so also VS, fol. 301% 

К твоего дущеспасителя, ‘of thy savior of the soul(s)’: Ms.: τοῦ σοῦ, ψυχή, 
σαοτῆρος, ‘о soul, of thy savior’: read твоего, душе, спасителя, ‘о soul, of thy 
savior’; two words also in VS, fol. 3027, line 21 ab imo 

К мниши ‘you consider’: Ms.: οἰομένη, fem. part., ‘considering’: read мнящи, 
fem. part., ‘considering’? VS, fol. 3027, line 14 ab imo has мнима 

К обБтованныхъ земли: Ms.: γῆς τῆς ἐν ἐπαγγελίαις: read <въ> обЪто- 
ванныхъ земли? 

К божественными желании, ‘divine wishes’: Ms.: θεϊκοῖς ὀάροις, ‘сопуег- 
sation with God’: read божественными гла(гола)нии, ‘divine conversa- 
tions’? 

К ища и обрящеши: Ms.: ζητῶν εὑρήσεις: read ищаи (participle) 
обрящеши? 

К боголЪпна дла, ‘deads worthy of God’: Ms.: θαύματα ἀριπρεπέα, ‘out- 
standing wonders’: read благолЪпна? 

К призывающа, nom. plur.: Ms.: κικλήσκοντα, acc. sg.: read призывающа, 
acc. sg. 

К Афродиты: Ms.: ᾿Αϕροδίτη: read Афродити? 

К во всБхъ святыхъ учительствехъ, ‘in all holy teachings’: Ms.: ἐν τοῖς 
πανάγνοις δόγμασι, ‘in the all-holy dogmas’: read всфсвятыхъ? 

К всБми царствующего, ‘ruling through all’: Ms.: κύριον παμμεδέοντα, 
‘Lord All-ruler': read всЪмъ царствующего, ‘ruling over all’ 


B: Material that can help establishing the translators identity 


1, Explanatory or emphatic additions (italicized) to the text of the Vindobonensis (= Ms) 


I, 3 
L4 


L7 


Ms.: εἰς φυλακήν, ‘protection’: S въ соблюдение сир$чь во спасение, ‘for 
protection, that is, for the salvation" 

Ms.: ἐρασσιγάμων, ‘lovers of marriage’: S женомирянолюбцевъ, ‘lay lovers 
of marriage' 

Ms.: ἀοικήτω ἐνὶ χώρω, ‘in an unhabited place’: S не во вселенномъ мЪстЪ, 
сир$чь въ пустыни, ‘in an unhabited place, that is, in the desert’ 

Ms.: τὸ μέν: S ово cupbub пустынное пребывание, ‘that is, dwelling in 
the desert’ 

Ms.: φησί ‘says’: S рече мудрость божия, ‘the Wisdom of God’ 

Ms: τῆς αἰσθητῆς .. Ἡμαθίης, ‘the sensible land of Hemath (?); S 
чювственнаго Египта, cupbub мира сего, ‘sensible Egypt, that is, this 
World’ 

Ms.: 6 διώκων γάρ σε νοητός ... Φαραώ, ‘the spiritual Pharaoh who pursues 
thee’: S гоняй бо тя беспрестани разумный Фараонъ, ‘incessantly pur- 
sues thee’ 


43 


44 


I, 63 
Il, 7 
II, 7 
П, 14 
II, 21 
П, 31 
IL 40 


II, 49 


II, 51 
IL, 89 
IL 92 


II, 111 


П, 126 


Ms.: φίλη (voc), ‘my dear’: S o душе любезна, ‘о, my dear soul’ 

Ms.: τεῦ ἕκητι, ‘why’: S ueco ради, о муже, ‘why, o, ye men’ 

Ms.: τό ... σέβας, ‘worship’: S вБру Християнскую, ‘Christian faith’ 
Ms.: τὸ κλέος, ‘glory’: S славу .... божественную, ‘divine glory’ 

Ms.: ἐς τέλος ἴσχυσ᾽ ὀλέσαι, ‘he was able utterly to destroy’: $ возможе 
скоро отвсюду, ‘swiftly from everywhere’, до конца истребити 

Ms.: τοὐναντίον, ‘on the contrary, αὐτὸν ἂν εὗροις $ наипаче же 
супротивна, ‘rather, on the contrary’, обрящеши Ero 

Ms.: λιπεῖν τὸ φάος, ‘leave the light’: S оставити свЪтъ солнечный, ‘leave 
the light of the sun' 

Ms: θοῶς ἀνδρῶν διὰ παύρων, ‘swiftly through a few men’: $ скоро u 
премудръйше малыми .... мужи, ‘quickly and most wisely through a few 
men' 

Ms.: διώκταις … ὠμοτάτοις, ‘by the most cruel persecutors’: S мучители и 
суровЪйшими гонители, ‘by tyrants and the most cruel persecutors’ 

Ms.: πνεύματι τῷ σφετέρῳ, ‘with His Spirit’: S духомъ святымъ своимъ, 
‘with His Holy Spirit’ 

Ms.: σφόδρα θεοπρεπέως, ‘in a manner very worthy of a God’: S скоро зЪло 
и богол®$пн%Ъ, ‘very quickly and in a manner worthy of a God’ 

Ms.:ioxóg … καὶ θεία χάρις ἐτέθησαν, ‘Divine strength ... and grace were 
placed’: S сила божественна и благодать вложися свыше, ‘were placed ... 
from on high’ 

Ms.: ὕψιστόν τε θεόν, ‘and the highest God’: S присносуща .... и вышняго 
6ora, ‘the eternal ... and Highest God’; it may be, however, that S is translating 
a different text here, rather than adding a word 


П, 129-130Ms.: ἀπόδειξις ἰσχύος ... θεϊκῆς, ‘proof (or: show) of Divine might’: S явленіе 


П, 134 
П, 153 
II, 176 


IL 186 


II, 191 


I, 196 


П, 236 


IL 241 


всемогущія божія силы, ‘show of the omnipotent Divine might’ 

Ms.: παίζων σεμνὰ τὰ ἡμέτερα, ‘mocking our revered <teaching>’: S ругаяся 
честным нашим тайнамъ, ‘mocking our revered mysteries’ 

Ms: κόρην γλαυκῶπιν, ‘maiden of the grey eyes’: S Палладу, отроковицу 
доброочитую, ‘Pallas, maiden with beautiful eyes’ 

Ms. τούς т ἐπικαμπτομένους, ‘and to those moved’: 5 n наипаче 
прикланяющихся, ‘and especially to those inclined’ 

Ms.: πρῶτοι τῆς καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς σοφίης, ‘the first ones «in the field» of your wis- 
dom’: $ первіи начальницы вашея премудрости, ‘first leaders of your wis- 
dom’ 

Ms.: πνεύματος ἠδὲ λόγου, ‘Spirit and Word’: S равносильных слова и 
духа, ‘of Spirit and Word, equal in power’ 

Ms.: κυρύττειν De, κηρ-] χρὴ τριττὸν ὑποστάσεσιν, ‘we should proclaim 
«Him» triple in hypostases’: $ трегуба паки ΠΟ ипостасехъ исповЪдати 
Его нужно есть, ‘again, it is necessary that we should proclaim Him triple 
according to hypostases’ 

Ms.: ἠέλιον, μήνην, ἀστέρας, ‘sun, moon, stars’: S и солнце, и луну, и 
звЪзды, adding the conjunctions 

Ms.: δῆλον ἄρ᾽, ‘it is obvious’: S явлено убо omceat, ‘it appears from this’ 


П, 246 


II, 253 


П, 255 
П, 274 


11,275 
П, 284 


II, 287 
II, 288 


П, 304 
II, 308 


Π, 312 
П, 318 


IL, 337 
I, 344 


H, 347 


П, 380 


Ma op ἔφερ᾽, ‘He could not bear’: 5 ne стерпЪ отнюдь, ‘Не did not suffer 
altogether' 

Ms.: тритоу ἄρας νῖκος, ‘won а triple victory’: S яко челов$къ, въ 
пустыни поб®ду благокозненно вземъ, ‘having skilfully won, as a man, a 
victory in the desert'; the additions remind us that Devil tempted Christ in the 
desert and that the latter's human nature was exposed to that temptation, and that 
the victory was skilfully (благокозненно τ εὐτέχνως) achieved; the latter ref- 
erence was probably to Christ's skilful use of Old Testament quotations in coun- 
tering Devil's tempting offers. 

Ms.: μαργοσύνῃ γαστρός, ‘gluttony’: S cupbub лакомствомъ чревнымъ, 
*that is, gluttony' 

Ms.: ἐτητυμίῃ λαμπρότερ’, ‘in truthfulness, more resplendent’: S истиною и 
силою свъЪтлЪйша, ‘more resplendent in truth and power’ 

Ms.: ὁ ἄναξ, ‘the Lord’: S всБхъ Господь, ‘the Lord of all’ 

Ms.: πάντα φιλανθρώπως οἰκονομοῦντα βροτοῖς, ‘as Lover of mankind, admi- 
nistering everything «to the profit of» mortals’: S устрояющего Господа вся 
человЬколюбне на пользу всякому челов$ку, ‘the Lord who arranges 
everything in a man-loving manner to the profit of every man’ 

Ms.: τὸ ἐπαγγέλλειν, ‘proclaim’: $ наизусть вЪщати, ‘proclaim by heart’ 
Ms.: τοῦτο софф τὸ τέλος, ‘this is the goal of a wise man’: $ ce ли есть 
премудрому совершенство? ни, ‘is this the perfection of a very wise man? 
no' | 

Ms.: πότμος, ‘death’: $ смерть некончаема ‘death without end’ 

Ms.: ἀσπάζεσθ᾽ ... πᾶσαν ... κακίην, ‘to embrace all kinds of evil’: S всякія 
злобы любити и навыкати, ‘to love all kinds of evil, and to learn it’ 

Ms.: ἐπιτερπομένους, ‘rejoicing in’: S 3510 веселящихся, ‘greatly enjoying’ 
Ms.: δέλτοι τῶν пар’ ὑμῖν … ἀνέρων, ‘books of your ... men’: S книги 
первыхъ вашихъ .... мужей, ‘books of your outstanding ... men’ 

Ms.: косі, ‘by dogs’: S отъ сыроядцевъ псовъ, ‘by dogs eating raw flesh’ 
Ms.: παιδευτὰς δόξαι παντοδαποῖο ἄγους, ‘to have appeared as teachers of all 
sorts of pollution’: S наставникомъ быти KO всякой злобЪ всемъ 
слышателемъ CBOUM, ‘they are instructors of their listeners in all kinds of 
evil’ 

Ms.: σφόδρα καλόν ... τὸ σεσοφίσθαι, ‘it is a very good thing ... to be made 
wise’: S зБло добро, o муже, еже умудритися, ‘it is very well, o men, to be 
made wise' 

Ms.: κράξωμεν, ‘let us exclaim’: $ помолимся ему, вошюще, ‘let us pray to 
Him, exclaiming’ 


2. The translator into Slavic translates freely, using paraphrases, renderings ad sensum, 


or renderings that take the needs of the Slavic reader into account 


Paraphrases 


I, 34 


Ms.: θεῖος 6 τοῦδε «sc. Solomon’s> πατήρ, ‘his divine father [i.e., David]’: 
S божественный пЪсноп®Ъвецъ, ‘the divine singer De, David], an explana- 
tory paraphrase 


45 


46 


IL 127-128Ms.: εἰ καὶ πότμον ἀεικῆ ἔτλη ἐπὶ σταυροῦ σαρκὶ βροτοπρεπέως, ‘even if 


П, 149 


П, 221 


IL, 233 


II, 269 


in body He suffered a wretched death on the Cross after the fashion of the mor- 
tals’: $ и изволивша тридневную смерть, ‘having chosen death for three 
days', a simplifying paraphrase 

Ms.: ἐρωμανέων, ‘mad with love’: S бЪсяся похотію блудною, ‘being mad 
(or ‘possessed by devils’) on account of wanton concupiscence’, an amplifying 
paraphrase 

Ms.: πρήξεσι т ἐκθέ«σ»μοις συμφθειρόμενον καὶ ἀσέμνοις λαγνείαις, ‘cor- 
rupted to boot through lawless deeds and perverse sex’: S и всякимъ 
злочестіемъ и бесчисленными беззаконии гиблющь, ‘and perishing on 
account of all kinds of impiety and countless acts of lawlessness', а paraphrase 
toning down sexual connotations 

Ms.: ἀγακλεές, ‘a thing highly renowned’: S драгое и многои$нно, ‘expen- 
sive and of great value', an amplifying paraphrase 

Ms.: δεξιτεροῖς θώκοισιν ἑοῦ γενέταο κάθηται, ‘sits on the throne to the right 
of His Father’: S седе одесную отца на престолЪ славы своея, ‘took the 
seat to the right of His Father up on the throne of His glory', a slightly amplify- 
ing paraphrase, copying a ready formula of the Creed, rather than closely trans- 
lating the original with its Homeric δεξιτεροῖς 


Cf. also II, 312 and 334 


Free renderings, usually ad sensum 


L 16 


1, 85 
1, 115 


П, 14 
II, 16 


IL 22 


II, 39 


П, 64 


IL 88 


Ms.: αὐτοκύων ὄφθη, ‘he appears as the quintessential dog’: S ничтоже 
разликуетъ пса, ‘he is in no way different from a dog’ 

Ms.: οἴστρων, ‘passions, lit. stings’: S стреканий, cf. стрЪкати, ‘to sting’ 
Ms.: τοῦ σοῦ κατόπιν βασιλῆος, ‘following thy King’: S за Господемъ 
своимъ, ‘following thy Lord’ 

Ms.: παμμεδέον τε κράτος, ‘all-ruling power’: $ и всЪми (read всБмъ?) 
царствующу державу, ‘empire ruling over everyone’ 

Ms.: παµµεδέοντα θεόν, ‘the all-ruling God’: $ всЪхъ царя единого, ‘the sole 
ruler of all’, where the Homeric μεδέων was correctly raken to mean ‘ruling’ 
Ms.: οὐ .. ἀγχεμάχοις T ὁπλίταις, ‘not ... through warriors fighting hand-to- 
hand’: S ниже храборники, оружники, ‘not through valiant and armed men’. 
Храборники (elsewhere corresponding to ἀγωνισταῖς) is close enough to the 
Homeric ἀγχέμαχοις 

Ms.: fj ὑπὲρ εὐσεβίης αἰκισθέντας πολυειδῶς, ‘ог... subjected to various tor- 
ments on behalf of piety’: S или огнемъ и мечемъ .... мучившихся, ‘or hav- 
ing been tormented by fire and sword’, where S appears to translate a slightly 
different text. The expression πυρὶ καὶ ξίφει does occur in II, 122, where it is 
duly translated by огнемъ и мечемъ 

Ms: τῶν παρὰ σοὶ μεγάλων ψευδομένων ἀθέων, ‘of the fallacious non-gods 
[1], considered great by thee’: S глаголемыхъ тобою великихъ 
лжебожныхъ боговъ, ‘the falsely divine gods that thou declarest to be great’ 
Ms.: τοῦ ἀρχεκάκου ὁὀλοοῦ, τοῦ σκολιοῦ ὄφεως, ‘of the deadly originator of 
evil, the crooked serpent’: S злоначальнаго и душетлительного змія, ‘of 


П, 102 


П, 104 


the evil-initiating and soul-corrupting serpent’; душетлительнъ usually corre- 
sponds to ψυχοφθόρος rather than ὀλοός, σκολιός, ‘crooked’, remained untrans- 
lated. In II, 262 σκολιός (again, an epithet of the serpent, i.e., the Devil) will be 
rendered by злокъзньнъ κακότεχνος, ‘using evil devices, cunning’ 

Ms.: ῥῶσιν ἑὴν ποθέων, ‘wishing for his own recovery’: S хотяй здравія 
получити, ‘wishing to obtain health’ 

Ms.: πρὸς φθιτὸν ἰάτορα, ‘towards the mortal healer’: $ къ земному врачу, 
‘towards the earthly physician’ 


Il, 125-128Ms.: πείθοντες ἅπαντας ... ὕψιστόν τε θεὸν xai βροτὸν αὐτοτελῆ γνῶναι 


H, 132 


П, 138 
П, 138 


П, 161 


II. 180 
П, 187 


II, 219 
II, 227 
II, 232 
II, 250 


Il, 254 


τὸν σταυρωθέντ, εἰ καὶ πότμον asik ἔτλη ἐπὶ σταυροῦ σαρκὶ 
βροτοπρεπέως, ‘persuading all ... to recognize the Crucified as being at the same 
time the Highest God and the Perfect Man, even if in body He suffered a 
wretched death on the Cross after the fashion of the mortals’: S извЪщающе 
BCEMB распеньшагося и изволивша тридневную смерть, присносущна 
тогоже и вышняго Бога быти и человЪка совершенна, ‘announcing to 
all that the One who was crucified and agreed to a three days «long? death was 
at the same time the eternal Highest God and Perfect Man’. ИзвБЬщающе, 
‘announcing’ rather than ‘persuading’; the simplifying paraphrase ‘chose a three 
days «long» death’, which stands for the more ample ei - βροτοπρεπέως of 
lines 127-128; and the addition of присносущна, ‘eternal’, suggest that S may 
have had a somewhat different text before his eyes 

Ms.: τέκμαρ ἀκεστορίης, ‘witness to ... an act of healing’: S показаніе .... 
премудрости врача, ‘indication of the great wisdom of the physician’ 

Ms.: ounxóuevoc, ‘being rubbed’: S умываемъ, ‘being washed’ 

Ms.: μελάνωψ, ‘blackamoor’: S муринъ ‘Ethiopian’ (Ethiopians were consid- 
ered to be black) 

Ms.: χάρμην ... κροτέοντες ‘setting up, i.e. stirring up [7] strife’: S бои 
составляюща, ‘setting up battles’. S translates as if κροτέοντες did not mean 
‘applauding’, but were an equivalent of συγκροτέοντες, ‘setting up, constituting’. 
S is probably right. Cf. for ninth century Byzantium, πολέμου κροτηθέντος, ‘the 
battle having been joined', Theophanes Conf., Chron. 406, 11 ed. ΡΕ BooR; 
Maxim's inspiration, however, may have been the usage of his own time, for 
Modern Greek συγκροτῶ μάχην ‘I deliver a battle’ seems to go back to the same 
template as Maxim's Homeric-sounding χάρµην ... κροτέοντες 

Ms.: πιπλαμένους, ‘filled with’: S насыщаемыхъ, ‘saturated with’ 

Ms.: πανηγεμόνος ... πέρι, ‘concerning the All-ruler’, S o .... ГосподъЪ, ‘con- 
cerning ... the Lord' 

Ms.: οὐ κατὰ κόσμον (a Homeric phrase), ‘shamefully’: S зл%, ‘badly’ 

Ms.: εἰδόλων ὀλοῶν, ‘the deadly idols’: S безбожныхъ идолъ, ‘godless idols’ 
Ms.: ἄκρας, ‘supreme’, S неизчетн®Ъй, ‘not to be counted, infinite’ 

Ms.: μορφὴν τὴν ἡμέων ... φορέσας, ‘having put on our shape’: S зракъ нашъ 
.... воспріимъ, ‘having adopted our shape’ 

Ms.: λευγαλέων (a Homeric word), ‘miserable, wretched’: S губительныхъ, 
*pernicious' 


47 


48 


IL 260 


IL, 273 


H, 278 


IL, 285 
П, 285 


Ms.: δεσποτικῶς, ‘in the way of a master (the reference being to Christ, the 
δεσπότης of all)’: S боголпн%, ‘in a way befitting God’, elsewhere corre- 
sponding to θεοπρεπῶς 

Ms.: λέξεσι κοινοτέραις μὲν ἠδ᾽ εὐτελέσσι γραφέντα, ‘written down іп com- 
monly used plain words’: S списана убо некнижными и обычными 
реченми, ‘written down in non-bookish and usual expressions’, a good choice 
of equivalents ad sensum 

Ms.: τὼς συγγεγράφθαι ταῦτ᾽ ἐπένευσε ἀφελῶς, «God» ordained that these 
<dogmas> should be composed thusly, in an unadorned way’: S cure плохо 
написана Cia быша мановеніиемъ Божіимъ, ‘these <dogmas> were writ- 
ten in such a simple [?] way by God's command’ 

Ms.: τὸ βρύειν, ‘gush with’: S изобиловати, ‘to abound with’ 

Ms.: ἐμμελέεσσι, ‘elegant’: S преухищренными, ‘sophisticated, contrived’ 


П, 285-288Ms.: οὐ … τοῦτο σοφῷ τὸ τέλος, ‘the goal of the wise man does not consist 


Il, 294 


П, 295 
П, 298 


IL 311 
IL 312 


П, 334 


in this’: S ce ли есть премудрому совершенство? ни, ‘does perfection for a 
wise man consist in this? no.' There is some confusion here (perharps due to the 
length of the sentence, for οὐ of line 285 is translated twice, one time by ne, 
another, by ни at the end of the rhetorical question (S's own innovation). Still, S 
remains in command of the passage's meaning. For совершенство as а ren- 
dering of τέλος, cf. also II, 357 

Ms.: χθαμαλοφροσύνῃ (a rare word, occurring in Gregory of Nazianzus), ‘hum- 
ble frame of mind’: S смиреномудріемъ, ‘humility’, usually rendering 
ταπεινοφροσύνη 

Ms.: τέλος μακαριστόν, ‘the blessed end (or purpose)’: S совершенство 
треблаженное ‘the thrice-blessed perfection’ 

Ms.: ἔρωτι παφλάζοντι, ‘by a boiling-over love’: S горящею .... любовью, 
*by a burning love', a simplifying translation ad sensum 

Ms.: μιαιφονίαις, ‘bloody murders’: S мужеубийствехъ, ‘homicides’ 

Ms.: οἰνοφλυγίαις, ‘drunken revelries': S винопитии и пьянствехъ, ‘drinking 
of wine and drinking bouts', an expanding translation 

Ms.: αἶσιν ἐνέσπαρται, ‘into which is sown’: S Bb нихъже .... содержится, 
*in which is contained', a simplifying translation 


П, 345-346Ms.: εἰς τὸ βάραθρον ... τῶν ὑπὸ γῆν βασάνων, ‘into the pit of underground 


H, 352 


torments’: S въ преисподнюю пропасть погибели, ‘into the nether chasm 
of perdition’ 

Ms.: πρός .. χρυσίου ἔφεσιν, ‘through desire of gold’: $ ради .... желая 
стяжанїй, ‘for the sake of the desire of acquisitions’ 


П, 355-356 Ms.: δι... ἀπέραντον δόξαν καὶ κτῆσιν τῶν μετέπειτα ἀγαθῶν, ‘on account 


. of boundless glory and of acquiring future goods’: S за .... присноживу 
славу и ненасыщаемое веселе неизреченныя Божественныя добро- 
ты, ‘оп account of ... the ever-living glory and the insatiable joy of the шех- 
primable Divine goodness'. The discrepancies go beyond the boundaries of a 
free translation and suggest that S followed a Greek text somewhat different 
from that of the Vindobonensis 


II, 359 


II, 361 


Il, 362 


IL, 370 


IL, 372 


II, 372 
П, 379 


Ms.: οὐχὶ γραωδῶν ... διὰ γνώσιως ὕθλων, ‘not through the knowledge of old 
wives’ ... tales’: S He разумніемъ басней блядивыхъ, ‘not through the 
understandings of nonsensical fables’. The attested equivalent of бладливъ is 
φλύαρος, ‘babbler, one talking nonsense’ 

Ms.: τῶν τοῦ ὑψίστου ἐφετμῶν, ‘of the commands of the Highest One’: S 
Богодохнов$нныхъ запов%дей, ‘of the God-inspired commands’ 

Ms.: ψυχῆς T ἀκακίῃ καὶ χθαμαλοφροσύνῃ, ‘and «through? ... innocence of 
soul and humble frame of mind’: S и смиреннымъ и беззлобивымъ души 
мудровашемъ, ‘and «through» a humble and innocent mental attitude of the 
soul’. In I, 294, χθαμαλοφροσύνη was translated by смиренномудріе; 
беззлобивъ translates ἄκακος 

Ms.: ἐν δαπέδοις τοῖς ὑπερουρανίοις, ‘on celestial grounds’: S B% .... священ- 
ныхъ преподобныхъ дворехъ, ‘in ... holy blessed precincts (or abodes)’. 
*CBAIIITeHBH b corresponds {ο ἱερός, пр®подобьнъ, іо ὅσιος. Were these two 
variants offered during dictation, and one of them was not eliminated in the final 
editing of the text? It remains curious why S used these banal words to render 
ὑπερουράνιος, ‘supracelestial, celestial’. It may have been because S did not 
know Slavic as well as he knew Greek, rather than because he did not understand 
the well attested Greek patristic word 

Ms.: κηληθμῷ, ‘by the enchantment’: S сладостію, ‘by the sweetness’, ad sen- 
sum. Was the meaning of κηληθµός unclear to S, or did a Slavic equivalent not 
readily come to his mind? I prefer the latter hypothesis 

Ms.: κενεῶς, ‘to no purpose’: S безъ ума, ‘senselessly’ 

Ms.: πρηνεῖς ... πεσόντες ... ἐς αἶαν, ‘<let us» fall down to the ground’: S къ 
земли колБна преклоньше, ‘having bent our knees towards the ground’ 


Renderings that take the needs of the Slavic reader into account 


П, 118 
П, 136 


II, 153 


П, 158 


H, 230 


Ms.: τελχίκων (= τελχίνων), “Telchines (Slanderers)’: S губительныхъ 
бЪсовъ, ‘pernicious devils’. Cf. П, 230 

Ms.: σοφίη ἡ καθ ὑμᾶς Δαναούς, ‘your own wisdom, o Danaans': $ еже по 
Bac еллинское наказание, ‘the Hellenic instruction according to yourselves’ 
Ms.: μήτε κόρην γλαυκῶπιν ἑῆς κεφαλῆς ἀποτίκτων, ‘nor giving birth to the 
maiden of the grey eyes out of his head’: S ниже раждая OTb главы своея 
Палладу, отроковицу доброочитую, ‘nor giving birth out of his head to 
Pallas, a maiden with beautiful eyes’. Not trusting his reader with the knowledge 
of who the woman designated by the standing Homeric epithet γλαυκῶπις may 
have been, S inserted the name of Pallas (Athena). The *owl-like' eyes of the 
goddess became just ‘beautiful’. On the credit side, S assumed that his readers 
would recognize who Pallas was 

Ms.: Φοῖβος ἀκερσεκόμης, ‘Phoebus of the unshorn hair’: S Фивъ волосатъ, 
*the hairy Fiv'. Again, the standing Homeric epithet of Apollo was simplified. 
Did the Slavic reader recognize the ‘Fiv’? 

Ms.: τελχίνων ὁλοῶν, ‘of the deadly Telchines (Slanderers)’: S губительныхъ 
бЪсовъ, ‘pernicious devils’. Cf. П, 118 


49 


50 


П, 272 | Ms: δόγματα, ‘dogmas’: $ учительства и мудрованія, ‘teachings and 
thoughts’. Expanded explanation of the technical term for the sake of the Slavic 
reader? 

D 280 | Ms: ὡς μὴ Κεκροπίδι ξυγγραφὲν εὐφραδίῃ, ‘as not having been composed in 
a language living up to Cecropian standards of correctness’: S аки не списано 
красноглаголаніемъ аеинеянимъ, ‘as not heaving been written according 
to Athenian eloquence’. The more familiar ‘Athenian’ has been substituted for 
the recherché ‘Cecropian’, meaning the same thing. But cf. II, 371, where 
*Cecropian' was left standing 

IL, 288 Ms.: Ὠγυγίων ἀνδρῶν, ‘Ogygian men’: $ древнихъ мужъ, ‘men of old’ 

П, 303 Ms.. ἐκ παιδείης ... Δαναΐδος, ‘of ... Danaan education’: S отъ еллинского 
учения, ‘from Hellenic instruction’ 

П, 304 Ms.: πότμος νερτέριον т Ἔρεβος, ‘death and the underground Erebos’: S 
смерть некончаема и преисподняя, ‘death without end and the nethermost 
«region»'. The unfamiliar Erebos was thus omitted, with no damage to the 
meaning 

II, 318 Ms.: τῶν пар’ ὑμῖν μουσοπόλων ἀνέρων, ‘of your bards’: S первыхъ 
вашихъ премудрыхъ мужей, ‘the first among your most wise men’. The 
recherché μουσοπόλων was made more accessible to the reader. Cf. the follow- 


ing entry 
П, 324 Ms.: τῶν παρ᾽ ὑμῖν πρώτων μουσοπόλων ἀνέρων, ‘of your foremost bards’: S 
отъ .... иже y васъ премудрых мужей, ‘from your most wise men’. 


Curiously enough, πρώτων, added by S in II, 318, was omitted here 


The examples quoted above reveal S's tendency to replace more recondite terms, pre- 
supposing familiarity with Greek mythology and Greek rhetorical culture, by terms that 
could be understood by readers lacking such familiarity. This tendency is carried out with 
some consistency (only in П, 360 ‘Academic preciosity' is left unchanged and rendered by 
акадимейскимъ .... высокоумемъ and in II, 371 ‘of Cecropian eloquence’ remains as 
доброглаголанія кекропидьскаго). In all instances S shows a correct understanding of 
his original and its allusions. The behavior of a translator whose mother tongue and horizon 
were Slavic would have been less flexible: from him, we would expect mere transcriptions 
of proper names, calques of special terms, and no correct explanatory additions. 


3. Scriptural allusions of the Greek recognized as such by the translator and rendered 
by corresponding scriptural quotations 


I, 16 Ms.: αὐτοκύων ὄφθη, ob ἐμέτοιο[ς] ἐρῶν, 'appeared as a quintessential dog 
enamoured of his vomit’: S nca обращающася Ha свою блевотину no 
словеси верховнаго, ‘dog turning to his vomit according to the word of the 
Outstanding One’. Since верховный, the Outstanding One, = κορυφαῖος = St. 
Peter, the translator of the passage, aware of its scriptural origin, took it to refer 
to 2 Pet. 2:22 rather than to Prov. 26:11 and rendered ἐρῶν, ‘loving’, by 
обращающася, ‘turning’; he did it, because 2 Pet. 2:22 has ἐπιστρέψας, 
‘turned’ (Prov. 26:11 has ἐπέλθῃ, ‘goes to") 


II, 182 


I, 88 

I, 110 
IL, 17 
II, 23 


II, 57 
II, 66 


II, 73 


IL, 85-86 


П, 93 


Ms.: τοὺς τὸ ψεῦδος ἅπαντας ὁλοθρεύσεις λαλέοντας: cf. Ps. 5:6, ἀπολεῖς 
πάντας τοὺς λαλοῦντας τὸ ψεῦδος: S вся глаголющая лжу погубиши, cf. 
Ps. 5:6, Skaryna Bible, 1517, погубиши всехъ г(лаго)лющих(ъ) лжу and 
Ostrih Bible, 1581, погубиши вся гл(аго)лющая лжу: the Slavic is thus clos- 
er to these two Bibles than to the Poem's Greek 

Ms.: κάλλει Ó ὡραῖος µερόπων υἷας παρὰ πάντας: cf. Ps. 44(45):2, ὡραῖος 
κάλλει παρὰ τοὺς υἱοὺς τῶν ἀνθρώπων: S красный добротою, паче всЪхъ 
сыновъ челов$чь, cf. Ps. 44(45)2, Skaryna Bible, красенъ добротою паче 
всЪхъ сыновъ ч(ь)л(о)в(Ъ)чьскыхъ and Ostrih Bible, красенъ добротою 
паче с(ы)н(о)въ ч(ь)л(овЪ)ч(ь)скых(ъ): S follows the text of these two 
Bibles, except for retaining πάντας, ‘all’, of the Poem’s Greek. [The Moscow 
1896 edition of Maksim's own Psalter with Commentary was inaccessible to 
me] 

Ms.: μήτ. αὖ ἐφαντάσθη νοῦς µερόποιο ὅλως, ‘nor did the mind of a mor- 
tal altogether imagine', cf. I Cor. 2:9, καὶ ἐπὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἀνέβη, 
‘neither have entered into the heart of man’: S ни на сердце челов че не 
взидоша, neither have entered the heart of man’, cf. Ostrih Bible, I Cor. 2:9, на 
с(ь)рдце ч(ь)ло(вЪ)ку ne взыде; S quotes the Slavic Bible, rather than trans- 
lating the Poem's Greek 


4. The translator omits words (or lines) of the original 


θρασεῖ, ‘bold, unruly’: om S 

σαρκός, ‘of the flesh’: om S 

φρικτόν, ‘awesome, terrible’: om S 

μήτ᾽ ἀπατηλοῖς φάσμασι δείµασι т ἐκστατικοῖσι, ‘nor through deceitful appari- 
tions and upsetting terrors': om S (skipping exactly one line, but the omission 
does no harm to the continuity of the narrative) 

ταύτην, ‘this one; it’: om S 

φῶς, ‘light’: om S (or perhaps substitutes святое, ‘holy’, for ‘light’ (unless we 
wish to postulate a copyist’s error for свЪтлое); in either case, no harm is done 
to the flow of the narrative 

πρὸς τοῖσδ᾽, ‘moreover’: от S, unless one considers ‘xe’ to be a counterpart of 
these two words. Furthermore, ε«ὐ»ξυνέτως ... σοφῶς τε is rendered by благо- 
разумно alone. In either case, no harm is done to the flow of the narrative 
ἀπλανέος, ‘unerring’: om S. In П, 25 the word gave trouble to the translator; 
there, ἀπλανέσι is rendered by гладкими, ‘smooth’. Elsewhere, it is related to 
πλάνη = пр$льсть, ‘error, deceit’ with the resulting morpheme by morpheme 
translations; thus in II, 28, ἁπλανές appears as непрелестный; in II, 256, 
ἀπλανοῦς = нелестнаго; in II, 376, ἀπλανέ = нелестную 

ἀψευδῆ, ‘true’: om 5 


П, 108-109 υἷας ἀριπρεπέας,/ δόξῃ ἀριζήλῳ καταλαμπομένους διαπαντός, ‘distinguished 


sons, forever illuminated by the conspicuous glory’: другы небошественны, 
‘friends walking in heaven’ (which corresponds to, e.g., φίλους οὐρανο- or 
πολοβάμονας) S. S thus translates a different text in the second half of line 108, 


51 


and completely omits line 109; still, all this causes no break in the flow of the 
narrative 

П, 192 οἷσι τὰ πάντα ἐπάγη, ‘through Whom everything was established[?]: om S 
(skipping one half of the pentameter, but without causing a break in the narra- 
tive) 

П, 209 αὖθις, ‘again’: om S 

П, 211-212 Χριστὸς ὁ παμμεδέων τὰ кот ἀξίαν - πᾶσι νέμων, ‘Christ the All ruler ... 
dispensing to all - evil or good deeds: om S. This omission of exactly two lines 
does not affect the flow of the narrative. Are these two lines Maksim's later addi- 
tions? 

IL 218 συντηρεῖ - δυνάμει, ‘and is preserving - by his own power’: от S; the omis- 
sion is of exactly one line; cf. the remark to II, 211-212 

IL 232 TOUT ἔργον (ms.: ἔργου), ‘this «was a> deed’: om S and offers a free transla- 
tion 

II, 239 εὐμεθόδως, ‘methodically’: om S 

IL 241 σφόδρα, ‘very; quite’: om S 

Il, 253 τριττόν, ‘triple’: om S. Was the omission due to the absence of a precise Slavic 
equivalent of тритос? But in II, 196 τριττόν acc. masc. is rendered by Tpery6a 

II, 279 εἰκῇ (ms.: ἀκῆ), ‘in vain’: om S. Why? 

II, 295 ἄκρα, ‘supreme, highest’: om S 

П, 303 σφετέρης, ‘yours’: от S; not much of a loss, as the word вашихъ occured just 
before | 

П, 304  veprépiov т ἔρεβος, ‘underground Erebos’: преисподняя, ‘nethermost «reg- 
ions» S; omitting Erebos, a term unfamiliar to the Slavic reader? 

П, 308 ἀνέδην, ‘without restraint’, and ἁπλῶς, ‘absolutely’: от $ (fill-words) 

П, 324 πρώτων, ‘first, foremost (sc. bards)’: om S. On the other hand, in II, 318 S trans- 
lates пар’ ὑμῖν μουσοπόλων ἀνέρων, ‘your bards’, by первыхъ вашихъ 
премудрихъ мужей, adding ‘first, foremost’ here. This free handling of the 
text is suggestive 

П, 342 τέλεον, ‘completely’: от S (fill-word) 


A translator that used simplifying or expanding paraphrases, offered good free transla- 
tions, often ad sensum; made some substitutions and additions for the sake of spoonfeeding 
the Slavic reader; was aware of Scriptural texts that stood behind the poems’ allusions; in 
short, a translator that was at home in the original and felt free to modify it when need arose, 
was most likely the author himself. Even the translation's omissions are compatible with 
this assumption. With the possible exception of II, 279 (adduced here mostly out of scru- 
ple), not a single one of those omissions invalidates the thesis that Maksim Grek the author 
was the translator as well. Omissions of entire lines can be explained either by Maksim's 
abbreviating his text on the spot, or by our having a Slavic text that goes back to a slightly 
different original. !7 


17 The existence of such a different original is suggested by Poem II, 39; 125-128; and 355-356. Cf. 
52 the respective entries in the rubric Free renderings ... ad sensum under number 2 (pp. 46-49 above). 


On the other hand, a number of discrepancies exist between the Slavic and the Greek. 
The most telling four cases in question are listed below. 


5. Cases of discrepancies between original and translation 


I, 114 Ms.: τὸ δοκεῖν φρονέειν, ‘believing that thou art wise’: S еже чаяти мудри- 
тися, ‘the expectation of clever thoughts’. S took δοκεῖν, ‘to seem’, to be the 
same as προσδοκᾶν, ‘to expect 

П, 139-141Ms.: μηδὲ φρήν ... ῥᾷστά пот’... ξυνθήσεται, ‘nor will the mind ... ever eas- 
ily agree’: S ни мысль .... неудобь николиже сложится, ‘nor will the 
thought with difficulty never agree’. Instead, .... удобь колиже would have 
been better 

II, 162 Ms.: ἀλλήλους ἀντιδοκευόμενοι, ‘lying in wait for each other [?]’: S другъ Ha 
друга мечуще, ‘hurling against one another’. The translation is so free, that one 
is not sure whether the translator understood the hapax legomenon 
ἀντιδοκεύομαι 

Il, 164-165Ms.: ἐν τοῖς ... δόγμασι Χριστιανῶν. ἀλλ᾽ εἷς .. θεὸς ὑμνεῖται ... αὐτοῖς, 
*in the dogmas of the Christians. But they (i.e. the Christians) praise one God': 
S BO .... учительствехъ христіанскихъ; HO единъ .... Богъ .... поется въ 
нихъ, ‘in teachings of the Christians; but one God is praised in them Oe, the 
teachings). An error in translation, unless one wants to correct Bb нихъ into y 
HAX’. 


These discrepancies may create doubts as to the proposition that the translator is iden- 
tical with Maksim. Such doubts, however, must be discarded, for the translator commits a 
number of “errors” (from the point of view of “Eastern” Church Slavonic, of course) that 
are Maksim Grek’s unmistakable fingerprints. It is assumed that Maksim’s peculiarities, 
alien to “Eastern” Church Slavonic are due to his previous acquaintance with Serbian or 
middle-Bulgarian usage. In the list below the translator’s idiolexemes are italicized; for par- 
allels to these idiolexemes, references are made to the analyses of Maksim’s language by M. 
BARACCHI and E. V. KRAVEC respectively. (8 


18 Mietta BARACCHI, La lingua di Maksim Grek, Istituto Lombardo, Accademia di Scienze e Lettere, 
Rendiconti, Classe di Lettere e Scienze Morali e Storiche, I = vol. 105, fasc. Π (1971), 253-280; II = 
vol. 106, fasc. II (1972), 243-267; Elena V. KRAVEC, Kniznaja sprava: perevody Maksima Greka kak 
opyt normalizacii cerkovnoslavjanskogo jazyka XVI veka, Russian Linguistics 15 (1991) 247-279. - 
For Maksim's genitive/locative idiolexemes, cf. also examples culled from older secondary literature 
in H. M. OLMSTED, A Learned Monk in Muscovite Exile: Maksim Grek and the Old Testament 
Prophets, Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 3 (1987) 47. Dr. Olmsted's paper Maxim Grek's lan- 
guage delivered in Monterey, California in 1981 seems to remain unpublished. On the tell-tale pecu- 
liarities of Maksim's Slavic cf. also sparsim Dr OLMSTED's Povest' o Esfiri: The Ostroh Bible and 
Maksim Grek's Translation of the Book of Esther, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 11 (1987) 100-117 
(written with M. TAUBE) and his К izuceniju bibleistiki Maksima Greka ..., Archeograficeskij 
E£egodnik za 1992 g. (publ. in 1994) 91-100. Cf. also note 22 below. - On Maksim's linguistic 
views and for the list of manuscripts corrected by him, see also E. V. KRAVEC-TARASOVA, K vopro- 
su o jazykovoj pozicii Maksima Greka, in: Germenevtika drevnerusskoj literatury, vol. 2, Moscow 
1989, 138-148. 
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6. The translator uses Maksim's idiolexemes 


L 35 οὐχὶ τόπων ... μεταμείψει, ‘not in the change of places’: не м®$стехъ .... 
премЪненіемъ S, where the gen. plur. is expressed more Serbico by what to 
an East Slav looks as loc. plur. Cf. ВАВАССНЬ I, 269; 270, п. 43; П, 252. Cf. also 
Maksim's Letter concerning antique mythology, ed. V. F. RZIGA in ByzSlav 6 
(1935-36) 101:40 ... лт безмала прошли ужь, отнели отрекохся .... 
басней .... моихъ прародителех еллинех (“loc. plur." instead of gen. plur.), 
‘almost 40 years have gone by, since I forswore the fables of my Hellenic fore- 
fathers’; cf. an opposite case ibid., р. 104: при Константин% и Ирини npaeo- 
славних царей, ‘at the time of Constantine and Irene, Orthodox emperors’. 

I, 66 εἰς φλογερὰς βασάνους, ‘into fiery torments’: въ пламенныхъ мученіи (read 
-іи<хъ>?) S, where one would expect пламенныя and мучения on account of 
the acc. in the Greek. Cf. BARACCHI, II, 254 who quotes our passage and 
describes it as “a construction unthinkable, inadmissible and unattested in 
Russian”; cf. ad I, 103 

I, 75 κακὰ εἰς τὸ τυρεύειν, ‘to concoct evil’: въ еже зло умышляти S. Cf. 
BARACCHI II, 261 and KRAVEC, 256-257 (the use of prep. + article + inf. is a 
Hellenism; while not unprecedented, it was especially frequent in Maksim’s ear- 
lier writings) 

I, 103 ἐς βασάνους … αἰκιζούσας, ‘into harrowing torments’: въ мученіихъ 
томящихъ S, where one expects мучения. Cf. ad I, 66 

І, 107-108 σπεῦσον ... τὸν ἐκείνου θεῖον ἔρωτα ἐγκρύψαι, ‘hasten ... to hide the divine 
love for Him’: потщися .... божественныя его любве скрити S, where one 
expects божественную and любовь 

I, 119 πίστις τάρβος ἔτικτε, τὸ © ἐργασίην ad ἐφετμῶν, ‘faith gave birth to awe, 
which in turn «gave birth» to the execution of orders’: вра страха (sg.) 
ражаетъ, сей же паки Obnania (sg.) заповЪдей S, using accusatives of ani- 
mate nouns where one expects страхъ and jy 5zanie 

IL, 72 πάνθ᾽ ὑπεριπταμένην νοῦν μερόπων καὶ ἔπος, ‘transcending any understand- 
ing and words of men’: превосходяще всякаго ума и глаголъ ΠΕΠΟΒΈΠΡ S, 
where one would expect всякъ умъ. Cf. ad I, 119 

П, 149-150 κεἰς ... ὑψιπετῆ T ἀετόν, ‘into ... a high-soaring eagle’: и Ha высокопарный 
орелъ (acc.) S, where one expects высокопарна or -Haro and орла 

П, 325 ἡ καθ ὑμᾶς σοφίη, ‘wisdom according to you’: яже по васъ (gen. plur.?) npe- 
мудрость S. Cf. BARACCHI, II, 252-253 and KRAVEC, 262 who quotes from an 
unpublished text of Maksim: по вашихъ древнихъ переводчиков (sic). Cf. 
also II, 136 σοφίη ἡ καθ᾿ ὑμᾶς: еже no Bac .... наказаніе 

П, 327-328τήν г ἐξ ἀνθρώπων κενεὴν δόξαν ἀναπείθει |... δοκέειν, “апа... persuades 
... to think that the empty glory «coming from men>’: и еже отъ человЪкъ 
тийя славы увЪщеваетъ MHATH $, where one expects an accusative 


In sum, Maksim Grek is his own translator of Poems I and II. To use the classification 
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proposed by Xr. LOPAREV, the Slavic version of these poems belongs to Maksim's “trans- 


lated works of the first category."!? This is a simpler hypothesis than the one in which 
Maksim appears as a supervisor or reviser of the translation entrusted to a local bookman.29 
The procedure used must have been similar to that described by Nil KURLIATEV for 
Maksim's 1552 version of the Psalter: ^I came to his cell and he began to interpret (?) from 
the Greek version into our language, and I wrote in ... quires word for word (?)." A direct 
translation - rather than one through the mediation of the Latin - may be assumed, for by 
about 1552 at least (so again KURLJATEV) Maksim “knew our language well and sufficient- 
ly.”21 

The thesis of Maksim’s authorship of the translations of Poems I and II is further 
strengthened when we turn to the Slavic version of Maksim’s Letter to Prince Peter Sujskij, 
of which the Greek original has been (partly?) preserved in an early seventeenth-century 
copy. True, Xr. LOPAREV, the editor of the Greek text, devoted much effort to proving that 
the Slavic version could not possibly have belonged to Maksim himself. The effort was ill- 
spent, for LOPAREV’s arguments must be put on their heads, and the translation of the letter 
to Sujskij, attributed to Maksim.2? 

The clinching argument has just been used in our discussion of the Slavic version of 
the poems: the translation of the Letter to Sujskij displays at least two *Maksimian" idi- 
olexemes: въ различныхъ напастехъ впасти некоему, corresponding to the Letter's 
New Testament phrase πειρασμοῖς ποικίλοις περιπεσεῖν, (James, 1:2; cf. also 1 Peter, 1:6), 
which the king James version renders by ‘to fall into divers temptations’ (LOPAREV, 54 and 
57; K, II, 417), where one expects an accusative, cf. BARACCHI, II, 254; and сие бо есть .... 
показание благоразумия вЬрнЪйшихъ князей и боярехъ (LOPAREV, 59; К, II, 420), 
cf. BARACCHI, I, 267. 

Two other traits of the Slavic version of the Letter to Sujskij, both of them familiar 
from the discussion of the translation of the poems, point to Maksim as its author. First 


19 Xr. LOPAREV, Zametka (as in note 22 below), 50. 

20 Cf. BULANIN, Maksim Grek (as in note 12 above), 230 (“an authorized translation") and BULANIN 
in: Slovar’ kniznikov (as in note 1 above), 91. Such a local bookman, competent enough to translate 
classicizing Greek verse, is, as far as I know, not attested in contemporary sources. 

21 Cf. L. S. Kovtun, Leksikografija v Moskovskoj Rusi XVI - nacala XVII v., Leningrad 1975, 95- 
98. Also in KRAVEC, 277, n. 13 and 274. - For the record, I must mention one possible trace of a Latin 
mediation. In II, 25 ἀπλανέσι, ‘unerring’, is rendered by гладкими, ‘smooth’ (elsewhere, нелест- 
ный or непрелестный are used for ἀπλανής); now, гладъкъ is planus in Latin. A trace of a 
mixup, in which an explanation was given in Latin to the scribe ? 

22 СЕ. Xr. LOPAREV, Zametka o socinenijax prep. Maksima Greka, Bibliograficeskaja Letopis’ 3 
(1917) 50-70 (Greek and Slavic texts; Slavic also in Kazan’ edition, H, 415-420 = К). LOPAREV'S 
basic error consisted in the assumption that the Greek manuscript was Maksim's autograph (it is 
rather a faulty seventeenth-century copy, now preserved in Vladimir, cf. BULANIN, Maksim Grek [as 
in note 12 above], 229) and, consequently, that the discrepancies between the Greek text and the 
Slavic translation proved that the latter was wrong. The opposite is the case. - When it came to gen- 
eralizations, LOPAREV's instincts were good. In terms of particulars, however, he had a talent, shown 
here and elsewhere, for making wrong decisions and that in spite of his good command of Greek and 
attentiveness to detail. After the appearance of the Palaeoslavica version of the present article Dr. 
OLMSTED informed me that he had alredy argued for the superiority of the Slavic text and used a num- 
ber of emendations quoted here in his Maksim Grek's Letter to Prince Peter Shuiskii’: The Greek 
and Russian Texts, Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 5 (1989) 267-319. 
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comes the freedom with which the translator treats his original: thus he renders τύχῃ by 

колесомъ счастія (Maksim speaks of the “wheel of fortune” elsewhere in his works as 

well); and he continues the original’s free quotation from 1 Kings 2:6-7 (ταπεινοῖ καὶ 
ἀνυψοῖ θανατοῖ καὶ ζωογονεῖ) by adding the eight verse on his own (воставляетъ отъ 

земли нища и отъ гноища воздвигаетъ убога) (LoPAREV, 55 and 57; К, П, 417). 

Secondly, the translator's competence is such that it often enables us to correct the manu- 

scripts (or the editor's) faulty Greek and the editor's correspondingly faulty modern 

Russian renderings with the help of the Slavic version. Thus ἐντικλεισθείς (LOPAREV, 52) 

can be corrected in ἐγκλεισθείς on account of затворенъ бывъ of the Slavic (LOPAREV, 

56; K, II, 416); the nonsensical ὁμοκατάγοντι (LOPAREV, 52 and 70) in ὅμοιον κατά τι, on 

account of подобна по mbuecoMy (LoPAREV, 56; K, II, 416), an expression that non- 

plussed LoPAREV, 68; the non-existent oùc (which LoPAREV, 53 preferred to the manu- 
script’s presumable σὺν oic) in οἷς, on account of имже (LoPAREV, 57; К, II, 416); ἐν 

ὑπνίᾳ (LOPAREV, 53), in ἐνύπνια, on account of сонія явльшаяся имъ (LOPAREV, 57; К, 

П, 416); κατὰ πομπὴν (and the manuscript's presumable πομήν) (LoPAREV, 54 and 60), in 

κατὰ πολλήν, on account of по многу (LOPAREV, 57; К, Il, 417); Φήθης (LOPAREV, 54), in 

ᾠήθην (so also manuscript at first), on account of возмнихъ и азъ (LOPAREV, 57; K, П, 

417); θεωρίας ἀξιῶσαι τῆς µέσης καὶ ὁμιλίας (LOPAREV, 54 and 70), in θεωρίας ἀξιῶσαι 

τῆς µε σῆς or µε τῆς σῆς on account of видЪніа твоего и Deckt .... сподобиши 

мене τῆς (LoPAREV, 57; K, H, 417); the rare θωμίζειν (cf. LOPAREV, 54 and his wrong- 
headed considerations, 66-67), into the simple θαυμάζειν, ‘wonder’, on account of the con- 

text and of чюдитися (LOPAREV, 57; K, II, 417); finally, μεγαλορρήμων εἰ (LOPAREV, 55), 

into μεγαλορρημονεῖ, on account of блядитъ, ‘talks nonsense’ (LOPAREV, 58; K, П, 418). 

Thus by now, we can claim Maksim Greek as translator into Slavic of three of his own 
major pieces. We can go a step further. 

Poem II opens with the following sentence: “Now that, with Divine succor, we have 
refuted the Jews' ravings against Christ, come now, my soul, let us turn to the Hellenes' 
folly and babble (1-4)." We thus learn from the author himself that there existed an Adversus 
Iudaeos by Maksim in Greek and that it preceded Poem II in time. The context of lines 1-4 
allows us to assume that this Adversus Iudaeos, too, was in verse. We no longer have the 
Greek text of these anti-Jewish verses; but we do possess an anti-Jewish treatise in Slavic, 
entitled Maksim Grek's Treatise [7 Slovo] On the Nativity of Our Lord, God and Savior 
Jesus Christ; in Which, too, «there is a Treatise> Against the Jews (cf. Kazan’ edition, I, 
39-51 = K). It can be confidently asserted that Maksim's Slavic Slovo ... na Iudeja is but a 
translation, partial or complete, of the (versified) Greek refutation of the Jews, mentioned in 
the first four lines of Poem II. This assertion gains additional strength from several close, 
and poetic-sounding, parallels between the anti-Jewish Slovo as we have it and the Slavic 
translation of Poems I and II, parallels due to Maksim's tendency to use similar or identical 
phrases throughout his poetry (cf. p. 59 below). Furthermore, at least one phrase of 
Maksim’s anti-Jewish Slovo sounds as if it went back to a poetic Greek original. 

Here are the examples: 

1. Slovo, I, 48, 13-15 K, Christ was able to во благовЪріе .... человЪковъ призвати и 
мглу истуканныхъ отгнати: cf. Slavic translation of Poem II, 85-86, Christ was 
able to преложити во свЪтъ .... благовЪрія мрачную мглу .... бесовскихъ 
кумиръ: cf. Poem II, 85-86, ἀχλὺν ἀθηΐης ξοάνων ὁλοῶν μετατρέψαι / παμφαὲς 
εὐσεβίης ἐς φάος ἀπλανέος 


2. Slovo, 1, 42, two last lines К, «Christ» Ha десныхъ престолехъ безначяльнаго 
Родителя своего сидяща, ‘sitting on the throne to the right of his Begetter with- 
out beginning’: cf. Poem П, 269, «Christ» δεξιτεροῖς θώκοισιν ἑοῦ γενέταο 
κάθηται, ‘sits on the throne to the right of his Begetter’. Here, Ha десных престо- 
лехъ (plur.) is a calque for δεξιτεροῖς θώκοισιν 

3. Slovo, I, 44, 2-4 К, аще бы He была 3510 любима и пречестна Царю всемъ вещь, 
сложный OT персти и души, ‘if the King of all did not love and consider as a most 
precious thing the one composed of dust and soul’: Slavic translation of Poem II, 
241-242, явлено убо .... яко зЪло честное y Hero стяжаше, сложенный OT 
персти и души: Poem II, 241-242, δῆλον ἄρ᾽ σφόδρ᾽ ὡς τίμιον ἔστι пар’ αὐτῷ 
| κτῆμα ὁ ἐκ ψυχῆς σύνθετος ἠδὲ χοός, ‘it is quite obvious that the one composed 
of soul and dust is a highly valuable possession for Him’ 

4. Slovo, I, 48, last line - 49, 1 K, елику землю обтекаетъ огнеобразное солнце и 
океянъ окружаетъ (to be retranslated in prose as, e.g., ὅσην γῆν περιτρέχει ὁ 
πυροειδὴς ἥλιος καὶ ὁ ὠκεανὸς περικυκλοῖ), ‘as much land as is covered by the 
fiery sun and surrounded by the ocean’; the phrase has both a “pagan” and a poetic 
ring 


In one case, we can establish a parallel between the anti-Jewish Slovo and Poem II by 
filling the lacunae of that poem's Slavic translation with the omitted lines of the Greek orig- 
inal: 

5. Slovo, I, 49, 4-7 К, ни броня вземъ, ниже ухыщренными дЪйствовавъ лестьми, 
но глаголы нехитростными и чюдесы предивными всЪмъ предлагая сло- 
во благов$рия, ‘taking no armor, nor acting through refined deceits, but offering to 
all people the word of piety through guileless sayings and amazing miracles’: cf. 
Slavic translation of Poem II, 22-28, ниже .... оружники .... (omitting H, 23 of the 
Greek, μήτ᾽ ἀπατηλοῖς φάσμασι, ‘nor through deceitful apparitions’) ... но 
кроткимы словесы .... (omitting П, 26 καὶ φρικτῶν τεράτων ἐργασίαις μυρίων, 
‘and through the workings of countless awe-inspiring wonders’) .... всЪхъ отъ 
мрачныя прелести истуканныхъ преложи на непрелестный свЪтъ своего 
благовЪрія, which gives а composite text “nor through warriors or through deceit- 
ful apparitions ... but through gentle words and through the workings of countless 
wonders did He move all men from the murky deceit of the idols towards the steady 
light of His piety." 


It seems that we should add the Slovo ... πα Iudeja to the list of Maksim's Slavic trans- 
lations of his own Greek poems composed in high language. Our next step should consist in 
investigating whether other Slavic treatises by Maksim, particularly the Slovo na Latinov in 
two parts (e.g., Kazan’ ed., I, 235-266 and 267-322) and the Slovo oblicitel’no na agarjan- 
skuju prelest’ (Kazan’ ed., I, 77-130), might not go back to Greek poetic originals, even if 
my preliminary check found no clear indications that these two texts so do. However it may 
be, it is now legitimate to ask whether other works by Maksim, preserved only in Slavic 
today, may not have been originally drafted in Greek. We might take an even bolder step 
and ask the general question about the possible Greek background of Maksim's entire Slavic 
oeuvre. Here, one would have to proceed from case to case. Still, our Slovo o pokajanii, our 
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Slovo na Ellinskuju prelest’, the Slovo... na Iudeja, the Letter to Sujskij and the “litmus- 
test” sixteen lines translated by Maksim from his own Greek (Kazan’ ed., Ш, 288-289, 
where they are printed as continuous prose, and N. PETROVSKU in Russkij Filologiceskij 
Vestnik 70 [1913] 383-384, from a Kazan’ manuscript where the division into sixteen lines 
is marked by dots) constitute a significant group of witnesses. It follows that every scholar 
facing a Slavic text by Maksim should begin by asking himself whether this particular text 
might not go back to a Greek draft composed by the author.?3 


23 Professor BUSHKOVITCH, too, asked the question: “are some other works by Maksim «written in» 
verse?” (Maksim Grek, as in note 3 above, p. 217, n. 6). The Slovo ... na Iudeja did not make his list 
of works possibly going back to the Greek versified original. Instead, his candidates were “The 
Narrative «about» Which Words Peter Would Have Uttered, Having Denied Christ...”, and the 
Laudations of saints John, Thomais and Potamia (Kazan’ ed., II, 445-450). At present I have no firm 
opinion on the Laudation: they may be liturgical pieces. As for the Narrative about Peter, the words 
хая словеса реклъ бы Петръ in its title define this work as an ethopoea, a rhetorical exercise 
whose obligatory Greek title began with тіуос ἂν εἴποι λόγους (a person X, having been put into 
situation Y). Now, ethopoeae are as a rule composed in prose. Whether Maksim's ethopoea on Peter 
is a translation from Greek is another question. It may be. Cf. стаинникохъ (‘Maksimian’ idiolex- 
eme!) моихъ, corresponding to "συμμυστῶν τῶν ἐμῶν, ‘my fellow-initiates (i.e., other apostles)’. 


У 
Maksim Grek as a Poet of Ще Greek Diaspora 


In the main, the sources for vocabulary and realia of the poems are the same as those 
attested in Maksim's other works. In addition to the Scriptures and the two Gregorys (the 
main quarries for allusions), they are Homer, the Greek Anthology (ed. Florence 1494, or 
Venice 1503), the tenth-century encyclopaedia called the Suda (ed. Milan 1499), and the 
Paroemiographers.?* These sources were noted in Maksim's other writings by previous 
scholars.?5 Our poems offer one more and, as far as I know, hitherto undetected, source of 
Maksim's lexical borrowings. I have in mind Maksim's older friend, protector and teacher, 
Ianos Laskaris (ca 1445-1534), to whom we owe the editio princeps of the Greek Anthology 
(in its Planudean form) and whose collection of eighty-four Epigrams in elegiac distichs, 
composed at various dates, was published for the first time in 1527.26 

Maksim's poems share some seventy words (not countíng, of course, the routíne ones) 
with Laskaris's epigrams. Of these shared words (that also include some words occurring in 
Homer and in the Anthology), ἀκεστορίη, ἀρχέκακος, ἀρωγή, ἄφενος, Δαναοί, δίζηµαι, 
ἐνδυκέως, ἐπαρωγός, Ἔρεβος, ἐρωμανίη, εὐεπίη, εὐμαθίῃ, ἠνορέη (combined with σοφίη 
in both authors), Καλλιόπη, κλύω, μαστεύω, μουσοπόλος, ὄαρος, Φοῖβος, φύτλη, 
Ὠγύγιος form a cluster that in my opinion points to Maksim's awareness of Laskaris’s poet- 
ic vocabulary, an awareness achieved either by osmosis or by perusal of the latter's epi- 
grams. 

When borrowing the vocabulary or quotations for his poems did Maksim do it from 
memory, or by consulting written or printed materials that he had before his eyes? Our 
answer must still oscillate from quotation to quotation between osmosis, reminiscence, and 
consultation of texts, for this answer also depends on the place and date of our poems' com- 
position, and neither is known with certainty (even though Poem I, 23-24 may refer to con- 
temporary controversies in Muscovy). Although Maksim's Letter of Presentation is dated 
to 1551/2, strictly speaking it applies to Poem II alone; moreover, the Letter tells us only 
when that poem was sent to "Makrobios," not when it was written. It could have been com- 
posed earlier, even outside of Muscovy, kept in the drawer, and recycled in 1551/2.27 On the 


24 A number of sources have been registered in brackets in the body of the English translation of the 
poems above. For the reader's convenience, the epigrams of the Planudean Anthology (the only one 
accessible to Maksim) were quoted after the modern numbering in the Palatine Anthology. 

25 Cf. especially D. M. BULANIN, Istocniki anticnyx réminiscencij v socinenijax Maksima Greka, 
Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj Literatury 33 (1979) 67-79, and other articles by the same author listed 
by him in Slovar’ kniZnikov (as in note 1 above), 97-98. 

76 [ used the excellent edition by Anna MESCHINI, Giano Laskaris. Epigrammi greci, [= Università di 
Padova, Studi bizantini e neogreci, 9] Padua 1976, and the Paris edition of 1544 (reproducing the 
Preface of 1527). On Ianos Laskaris’s career, cf. B. KNOs, Un ambassadeur de l'hellénisme, Janus 
Laskaris ..., Uppsala-Paris 1945; on the relations between Laskaris and Maksim, cf. DENISSOFF, 
Maxime le Grec (as in note 1 above), passim. 

27 BULANIN, Maksim Grek (as in note 12 above), 230, too, spoke of “ten-year old works" sent to 
*Makrobios" in 1551/2. He relied on the datings of individual collections of Maksim's Slavic works 
proposed by Dr. N. V. SINICYNA, whose methods are beyond my competence. 
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other hand, Poem II (and Poem I, for that matter), could have been written shortly before 
1551/2. 

There is reason to believe that Maksim may have had some scholarly apparatus at his 
disposal by that time. In the Letter to Prince Sujskij (which we already know), dated by Xr. 
LoPAREV to 1548, Maksim entreated his addressee to see to it that his confiscated Greek 
books were returned to him.?5 If they were in fact returned, then Homer, a copy of the Suda, 
a copy of the Greek Anthology published by Ianos Laskaris, and even a copy of Ianos 
Laskaris's own Epigrams of 1527 may have been in Maksim's cell at the more friendly 
Sergius Trinity Lavra by about 1551/2. 

In Russian (and not only in Russian) scholarship, Maksim, his epithet “Greek” notwith- 
standing, is sometimes perceived as a writer belonging to Russian literature. This presum- 
ably because of his long stay in Muscovy and because the bulk of his works has been pre- 
served in sixteenth-century Church Slavonic, a language interpreted as “Russian”.2? А 
Swedish student of Modern Greek literature felt that Maksim belongs to the history of the 
Slavic, rather than Hellenic, civilization.?? Of Maksim's Greek poetry (some of which has 
been known for ninety years) there is not much talk in Russian scholarly literature, except 
for his oft quoted sixteen lines of elegiac distichs, known only in Slavic translation, with 
which to test the foreigners’ knowledge of high-style Greek. 

In Greek scholarship, Maksim is perceived to be a Greek, to be sure, but above all to 
be the “spiritual heir” to Cyrill and Methodius and “illuminator” of the (Somewhat barbar- 
ic) “Russians.” Less stress is laid on the results of Maksim’s illuminating activity, which got 
him into trouble during his life and which in subsequent years shed its strongest light not 
upon the mainstream, but upon the marginalized part of the Muscovite society. We look in 
vain for Maksim’s verses in Linos ΡΟΗΤΙ5᾽5 celebrated anthology of sixteenth-century 
Greek poetry, or for Maksim's name in Constantine TRYPANIS's comprehensive survey of 
Greek poetry.?! 

The recently published poems should help modify this perspective. By now, Maksim 
has 533 lines of Greek poetry in high style to his credit, and if my suggestion (pp. 56-58 
above) that the Slovo ... na ludeja is a Slavic translation of his poem in elegiac distichs on 
the same topic is accepted, his Greek poetic output amounts to over eight hundred lines at 
the least. Here some numerical comparisons with the Greek poetry of Maksim's rough con- 
temporaries are in order. 


28 Xr. LOPAREV, Zametka (as in note 22 above), 58-59. 

29 Cf. BULANIN, Istocniki (as in note 25 above), 67: “In no single Old Russian author before the 17th 
century do we encounter such a number of antique reminiscences as in the works of Maksim Grek." 
Cf. also G. BIRKFELLNER in Wiener Slawistischer Almanach 10 (1982) 21-22, who speaks of the 
works of Maksim, "this peculiar phenomenon of Muscovite intellectual history," as hardly deserving 
the modern label of “Publizistik” “in the context of Old Russian Literature.” 

30 Cf. В. Knös, Histoire de la littérature néo-grecque. La période jusqu’ en 1821, Stockholm- 
Góteborg-Uppsala 1962, 298. Knös, ibidem, did devote three lines to Maksim Grek's literary activ- 
ity in Greek. 

31 Cf. Г. Pouitis, Ποιητική ἀνθολογία ... Βιβλίο δεύτερο, μετὰ τὴν Άλωση (1506 καὶ 160ç 
αἰῶνας) (2nd rev. ed., Athens s.a.), cf. Appendix, pp. 143-150; C. A. TRYPANIS, Greek Poetry from 
Homer to Seferis, London-Boston 1981, cf. pp. 577-578. There are reasons arising from cultural his- 
tory (a century-and-a-half-long "privileging" of the poetry written in the "living" vernacular over the 
poetry written in the “dead” classical language) behind the fact that PoLitis devoted merely eight out 
of his hundred and fifty pages to poetry in the high style, and TRYPANIS, only one of his almost nine 
hundred pages to the poetry produced in ancient Greek by the Greeks of the Diaspora. 


Ianos Laskaris produced 691 lines of epigrams; Demetrios Moschos's epyllion, The 
Story of Helen and Alexander (i.e., Paris) (Reggio d'Emilia 1499), is 461 hexameters long 
(he also wrote twenty epigrams in elegiac distichs that should not have exceeded 160 lines); 
Antonios Eparchos’s Threnos on the destruction of Greece, dedicated to Pope Paul DI., 
(Venice 1544) has 103 elegiac distichs; and the celebrated Hymn to Plato in elegiac distichs 
by Ianos Laskaris's student and Maksim's acquaintance, Mark Mousouros (Venice 1513) 
(incidentally, sharing a number of poetic words with Maksim), extends over only some 200 
lines. Thus Maksim emerges as possibly the most productive poet in high style among the 
members of the first generation of Greek intellectuals active abroad and born after the fall 
of the City. 

What could only be guessed before on the basis of the few lines of Maksim's Greek 
verses can now be asserted with some confidence. We should not be led astray by Maksim's 
Slavic literary garb, perhaps disguise; it is as legitimate to view him as a writer and poet of 
the early Modern Greek Diaspora, involved - to his bad luck - in the affairs of his country 
of residence and exhorting that country's ruler in Slavic to liberate Constantinople, as his 
more fortunate Greek counterparts staying in the West or in Walachia were involved in the 
affairs of these respective regions and were exhorting the rulers of the West in Latin to expel 
the Turk from Greece.?? 

It follows that future research should compare Maksim as a poet with his other 
Diaspora colleagues. He will be found less sophisticated than Ianos Laskaris, Demetrios 
Moschos, or Antonios Eparchos, but quite competent, if not up to their technical level.33 
Maksim repeats himself - cf. δείλαιοι τῷ ὄντι καὶ ἄφρονες, П, 13 and 339; μήτ᾽ ἅπατη- 
Лос φάσμασι δείµασι T ἐκστατικοῖσι, П, 23 and 95; πάνθ᾽ ὑπεριπταμένην (or -νων) νοῦν 
µερόπων καὶ ἔπος, IL, 72 and 200; βροτοπρεπέως, II, 128 and 263, ἐφετῶν τῷ ἄκρῳ, II, 
296 and 358, ог τῶν пар’ ὑμῖν μουσοπόλων ἀνέρων, II 318 and 324. This betrays a cer- 
tain poverty of expression. Maksim's poems also display an unusually large number of 
hapax legomena and very rare words (eighteen to Laskaris's eight): αἰσχραγγελιῶν, 


32 [t is to the credit of Xr. LoPAREV (Zametka [as in note 22 above], 65-66) to have put Maksim into 
a Modern Greek context as early as 1917. In passages that seem to have passed unnoticed, LOPAREV 
wondered whether Maksim might not be considered as one of the renowned literary figures of *New" 
(read: Modern) “Greece,” rather than “of Russia." LOPAREV hoped that Maksim would stand side by 
side with such Byzantinizing scholars, theologians and friends of Martin Crusius, as Theodosios 
Zygomalas and Symeon Kabasilas. The recently published poems put Maksim into the classicizing 
company of Ianos Laskaris and Mark Mousouros. 

33 For the level of Moschos's diction, cf. lines 6-10 of the last page of his epyllion (incidentally, they 
remind one of Maksim's Slovo ... na Iudeja, Kazan’ ed., I, 48, last line - 49): Εἴως ἠελίοιο σέλας 
περὶ πάντα φαείνειὗ / Καὶ ποταμῶν ζαθέων κελαδήμασιν ἀμφὶ ῥέεθρα | Γαῖαν ἑλίσσεται 
ὠκεανοῦ δ΄ ἀκάματον ὁρμήν, [read: -oç and uñ?] / Τείως κεν πάντεσσιν ἀοίδιμος ἔσσεται ὕμνος 
/ Ὃν περὶ τῶνδ' ἐστήσατ ἀριπρεπέ΄ ἔξοχον ἄλλων etc. The print is not free form itacisms, cf. 
їрп for Don and ἐφημοσίνησιν. I used the copy kept in the Réserve of the Bibliothèque Nationale, 
call nr. Yb 457. The autograph of Moschos's epyllion is in Rome, Angelica, gr. 63. For the level of 
Antonios Eparchos's diction, cf. the closing lines of his Thrénos, p. f III recto, in which gods, men 
and Justice are asked to dispel the darkness covering the formerly holy land of Hellas: νῦν ἱερᾶς ποτὲ 
χώρης μνήσασθ᾽ οὐρανίωνες, | καὶ λύσατε κακῶν Gore ἀπειρεσίων. | σώφρονα νοῦν τε бот’ 
ἀστοῖς χρῆμα βροτοῖσιν ἄριστον, | νύκτα т бло δνοφερὴν ἑλλάδος ἐξέλετε. | ἴσχεο μηνυθμοῖο 
[sic] δίκη παλιδερκέα [sic] γλήνην, | ἱμερόεν δὲ δίδου τέρμα κακοπραγίης. Antonios Eparchos 
shares the following poetic words with Maksim: ἐπιμαινόμενον, φύτλην, ἀφραδίην, κεκροπίδων 
«ἄστυ», and κεκροπίης. I used the (only recorded) copy of the Threnos in Oxford, Bodleian 
Library, call nr. 8? 5 241 Th. 
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‘obscene (or sexually perverted) messages’, П, 313; αἰσχρέργοισι, ‘obscene (or sexually 
perverted) deeds’, П, 307; ἀντιδοκευόμενοι, ‘lying in wait for each other [?]', П, 162; 
ἄργυται quid 2, П, 353; αὐτοκύων, ‘a quintessential dog’, I, 16; ἄχθιστα, ‘most heavily [?]’, 
error for ἔχθιστα, ‘with utmost hatred’, II, 57; βραχυτερπής (attested once elsewhere [9th 
century]), ‘bringing short-lived pleasure’, Ц, 367; μή .. ἐγχωνεύσῃς, in the meaning of 
‘thou shalt not smelt into’ (with only one possible parallel for such a meaning [ninth centu- 
гу]), L 99; Ἑλλάδιος, ‘inhabitant of Hellas’, Letter of Presentation, 5; ἐρασσιγάμων, ‘those 
who love marriage’, I, 4; Ἠμαθίης ‘of the land of Hemath?’, L 40; καλλιφραδίης, ‘elo- 
quence’, П, 371; μεγαδόξως, ‘in a very glorious manner’, П, 179; μελάνωψ, ‘blackamoor’ 
(only one attestation elsewhere, in an orthographic dictionary), II, 138; οἰογενῆ, ‘only- 
begotten’, П, 223; πανάπειρα, ‘countless’ (attested only twice elsewhere, in Byzantine 
Lexica [12th century?]), II, 35; παναπειράριθµα, ‘countless in number’, II, 116; and 
φιλεραστής in the meaning of ‘lover of something’, П, 175. It is too early to choose between 
alternative explanations of these two phenomena.?* 


VI 


Many puzzles still face the student of Maksim Grek's recently discovered poems. The 
time, place, and purpose of their composition still remain to be established; their anti- 
Renaissance character, as contrasted with their classicizing form, calls for an explanation; 
and the identity and origins of the recipient of Poem П, the man hiding behind the 
cryptonym “Makrobios,” remain to be revealed. Another, more routine task that awaits the 
patient scholar has to do with the sources of the poems' contents - perhaps an ascetic com- 
pendium for Poem I and an apologetic one for Poem II (Theodoret of Cyrrhus? but the stock 
arguments go back to the second century after Christ). 

On the other hand, the present study can report some positive results. The reader has 
been presented with a more reliable text of both poems and the case has been made that their 
translator into Slavic was Maksim himself. The study also contains some propositions and 
questions. One proposition is implicit: it is a reminder, submitted for the consideration of 
scholars everywhere, that there is no good knowledge of Maksim Grek without the know- 
ledge of Greek. The other proposition, one that might meet with the approval of my Greek 
colleagues, has to do with a change of perspective: it is the suggestion to view Maksim not 
only as the illuminator of the "Russians" (scholars have been pursuing this approach for 
some time), but also as a writer and poet of the early Greek Diaspora. In the course of inves- 
tigating Maksim as translator of other texts of his into Slavic, one more question was asked: 
to what extent may we - must we - assume that Greek drafts or originals stood behind indi- 
vidual items of Maksim's preserved Slavic oeuvre? It is appropriate to close the present 
study with a question, for while we shall be groping for the right answers concerning 
Maksim Grek's person and works for some time to come, we are most likely to find those 
answers if we ask the right questions. 


34 Poetic insufficiency? The long absence of contacts with the Greek-speaking literary milieu and 


with Greek texts? Cf. Maksim's pathetic Letter on ancient mythology, where he bewails his 
ΜΗΟΓΟΠΈΤΗΟ непрочитание еллинских книг, ‘long years of not reading Hellenic books’, cf. V. 
Е. RZiGA in ByzSlav 6 (1935-36) 101, 103, 105. The Letter dates from the mid- to late forties of the 
sixteenth century. 





APPENDIX 
Other Greek Poems by Maksim Grek 


This appendix presents a partly revised text of seven Greek poems in high style: six 
attributed to Maksim Grek and previously known, and the hitherto unpublished verses on St. 
Demetrius. The latter verses are transmitted anonymously in the Vindobonensis hist. grae- 
cus 122, but may be by Maksim, in view of their location just after the poems explicitly 
attributed to him on fol. D of that manuscript. 

Maksim's autograph distich in the Paris manuscript of the Geoponica dates from his 
Italian period.! All the other poems presented here must have been written between the years 
1506 (Maksim's settling down on Athos and adopting his monastic name) and 1518 
(Maksim's arrival in Moscow). 

Since we were able to read Ῥαδόλοιο, “Radul,” and κτερέων, “funerary honors," 
instead of DENISSOFF’s (and the Milan manuscript’s?) nonsensical ῥ᾽ εἰδώλοιο and κληρέων, 
we are able to connect all the poems of this appendix explicitly attributed to Maksim and 
datable to the years 1506-1518 with Walachia, called Οὐγγροβλαχία in contemporary 
sources. Patriarch Niphon II was a metropolitan in Walachia for a time and some of his 
relics were deposited at the monastery of Dealu and subsequently at that of Curtea de Arges 
about 1517. Patriarch Ioachim I “received funerary honors” from the Walachian ruler Radu 
cel Mare (d. 1508). Maksim’s contemporary, the Great Rhetor of the Great Church Manuel 
of Corinth (ca. 1482-1530/31), one of whose musical works Maksim lavishly praised, was 
connected with the ruler of “Uggrovlachia,” Neagoe Basarab. While we do not know for 
sure whether Manuel ever visited that ruler’s court, we do know that Neagoe commissioned 
three Greek works from him, one of them being Neagoe's famous Precepts for His Son. 2 
And Maksim prays for the living Neagoe’s well-being and posthumous salvation in his 
Verses on the Reliquary of Patriarch Niphon II (= nr. 5 below). 


! According to Henri OMONT, Parisinus gr. 1994 was copied in June of 1498, see remark on flyleaf 
С", reproduced by Омомт in Revue des Bibliothèques 2 (1892) 31. I missed this note while inspect- 
ing the manuscript, and wish to thank Professor André Guillou for recopying it for me: ἔτει τῷ ἀπὸ 
τῆς Χριστοῦ γενήσεως avon’ μηνὶ ἰουνίῳ καὶ. - According to Dr. E. GAMILLSCHEG, Maksim copied 
four more Greek manuscripts preserved in the West: Oxford, Canon. gr. 27 (Theodoret of Cyrrhus; 
I can confirm this identification from autopsy); Vaticanus gr. 1379, fols. 1-24 (Theocritus); 
Vaticanus Barb. 100 (Josephus Flavius); Vaticanus Reg. 83, fols. 157-245 (Strabo). Cf. his 
Repertorium der griechischen Kopisten 800-1600, 1 Teil (Vienna, 1981), n? 287 = p. 156 and the 
(forthcoming) 3 Teil (Vienna, 1997), n? 469. 

2 On Manuel of Corinth, cf. the two articles by Ch. G. PATRINELIS: (a) Οἱ Μεγάλοι Ῥήτορες 
Μανουὴλ Κορίνθιος, ᾿Αντώνιος, Μανουὴλ Γαλησιώτης καὶ ὁ χρόνος τῆς ἀκμῆς των, Δελτίον 
τῆς ἱστορικῆς καὶ ἐθνολογικῆς ἑταιρείας τῆς Ἑλλάδος 16 (1962) esp. pp. 17-25; (Ὁ) Δύο ἀνέκδοτα 
κείμενα περὶ τοῦ Μανουὴλ Κορινθίου, Πελοποννησιακά ὃ (1971) 137-146, and L. VRANOUSSIS, 
Les ‘Conseils’ attribués au Prince Neagoe (1512-1521) et le manuscript autographe de leur auteur 
grec (ou la ‘question homérique’ de la littérature slavo-romaine enfin resolue), in: Actes du Пе 
Congrès International des Etudes du Sud-Est Européen, Athens 1970, 377-387. Cf. in the last place, 
D. Z. SOPHIANOS, Ὁ νεομάρτυρας Μιχαὴλ Μαυροειδὴς ó ᾿Αδριανουπολίτης, ἀνέκδοτα ἁγιολογικὰ 
κείμενα τοῦ Μεγάλου Ῥήτορος Μανουὴλ Κορινθίου, Athens 1984. 
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All this allows us to conclude, at a minimum, that in his Athonite period Maximos 
Trivolis had contacts with Walachia, either through the Athonite monastery of Dionysiou, 
or directly. At a maximum, we should ask ourselves whether Maksim could not have been 
there in person, perhaps in the entourage of the Protos of Athos, Gabriel, who on August 
15, 1517 was present, together with twenty abbots of Athonite monasteries, at the conse- 
cration of the church at Curtea de Arges, restored by Neagoe Basarab.? Indeed, there is a 
gap in Maksim's biography extending from his departure from Athos in June of 1516 (or 
from Constantinople in April of 1517) to his presence in the Crimea early in 1518. His party 
stopped there before proceding to Moscow, where it arrived on March 4 of that year.* 


Parisinus graecus 1994, fol. 155Y (cf. DENISSOFF, PI. IIT) 
1 


Μιχαήλου! 


Δὶς δέκα кої? δὶς τέσσαρ” ἐν ἤμασι τοῦτο τὸ ἔργον 
Λασκάρει Μιχαὴλ γράψα Γεηπονίης: t 


! This distich is autograph. The name Μιχαήλου is in red ink. 2 καὶ seems to be crossed out in 
brownish ink. 3 σι τ is added supra versum after τέσσαρ in brownish ink. If the corrections in 
brownish ink go back to Maksim himself, the first line of the distich is to be read Aic δέκα δὶς 
τέσσαρσι T ἐν ἤμασι τοῦτο τὸ ἔργον 


By Michael 


In twice ten and twice four [= 28] days 
I, Michael, copied this work on toiling at tilling the soil! for Laskaris.? 


1 Le, the Geoponica compiled under the auspices of Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus. 
? [anos Laskaris (ca. 1445-1534). 


3 DENISSOFF, Maxime le Grec (as in note 1 to the main text above), p. 327, spoke in passing of 


Maksim's possible presence in Walachia. 

* After the appearence of this Appendix in the Palaeoslavica version of the present article, Professor 
N. M. Panayotakis drew my attention to the study by Ph. DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Μαξίμου τοῦ Γραικοῦ 
ἐπιγράμματα καὶ κανόνας, Ἐπιστημονικὴ Ἐπετηρὶς τῆς φιλοσοφικῆς Σχολῆς τοῦ Πανεπιστημίου 
᾿Αθηνῶν, 2nd Series, 29 (1986-91) (publ. in. 1992) 333-350. The author republishes Maxim's epi- 
grams (=our nos. 2, 3, 5-7) and his Intercessory Canon to John the Baptist (left out of consideration 
here) from DENISOFF’s Maxime le Grec (as in note 1 to the main text above), pp. 412-420. Mr. 
Demetrakopoulos's edition of the epigrams repeats Denisoff's errors; it offers, however, improve- 
ments in the Canon (on the basis of ms. Vatopedi 1016). 


Ёа 


Vindobonensis hist. gr. 122, fol. 1* 
(cf. Palaeoslavica 5 (1997), Pl. on p. 276) 


2 
First Epitaph on Patriarch Niphon II 
Κυρ(οῦ) Μαξίμου τοῦ Τριβόλη 


+ ἀρχιερεὺς ὁ μέγίας) Βυζᾶντίδος ἐνθάδε Νήφων 


3 κεῖται, ἀποστολικαῖς λαμπόμενος χάρισιν: 
ὃς δίφρῳ ἐπιβὰς ἀρετῶν ὧν, οἷα τις ἄλλος 
5 Ἠλίας), αὐλὰς ἔφθασεν οὐ(ρα)νίους. 


These verses are also preserved in Ambrosianus А 115 sup., fol. 505", cf. DENISSOFF, p. 412. 
1 µαξιµου ms τριβόλη sic ms; cf. the name in the Title of Epigram 5:2 below 2 µεγας ms 
4 Cf. Poem II, 177: ἀρετῆς χάριν ἧς 5 Cf. Poem II, 119: ἐπουρανίῃσιν ἐν αὐλαῖς and II, 370: 
ἐν δαπέδοις τοῖς ὑπερουρανίοις 


By Kyr Maximos Triboles 


Niphon,! the great Archpriest of Byzantium, 

Lies here, illuminated by Apostolic graces. 

Having ascended upon the chariot of his virtues, like another 
Elijah, he has reached the heavenly abodes. 


! Niphon II, Patriarch of Constantinople (1486-88; 1497-98; 1502). In 1504, he became a metropol- 
itan in Walachia. He left it for the Dionysiou monastery on Mt. Athos, where he died in 1508. In 
1517, parts of his body were deposited in a sumptuous tomb in Curtea de Arges by his devotee, the 
Walachian ruler Neagoe Basarab (1512-1521). 


3 
Verses on Patriarch Ioachim 


Tod αὐτοῦ 


ὁ γλυκύς Ἰωακεὶμ καὶ μείλιχος ἠδ'ἐλεήμων, 


3 πατράρχης γεγαὼς Βυζαντίδος εὐρυαγυίας, 
ὀγδοάτῃ μαῖου ἐφ᾽ ἑόρτια Βροντογένοιο 
5 τῆιδ᾽ ἐτέθη, Ῥαδόλοιο τυχὼν κτερέων βοεβόντα. 


These verses are also preserved in Ambrosianus А 115 sup., fol. 504"; cf. DENISSOFF, p. 412. 3 
πατράρχης: sic ms 4 Βροντογένοιο ms: Βροντογόνοιο coni Demetrakopoulos dubie 5 Ῥαδόλοιο 
τυχὼν κτερέων: р’ εἰδώλοιο τυχὼν κληρέων DENISSOFF, 412 (and Ambrosianus?) 
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By the Same 


The sweet Ioakeim,! the gentle and merciful one, 

Who had been patriarch of the wide-streeted Byzantium, 

Was laid down here? on the eighth of May, the feast-day of the One Born 
from Thunder? 

Having received funerary honors from Voivode Radul.* 


1 Toakeim I, Patriarch of Constantinople (1498-1502; 1504). He died on his way back from Moldavia, 
perhaps in Dristra. 2 Where was ‘here’ (ti15’)? 3 Le., Saint John the Apostle. 4 Radu 
IV cel Mare (1495-1508), ruler of Walachia. This simple line certainly does not mean ‘ici fut déposé 
(who?), ayant atteint l'idéal du voivode des clergés'; so DENISSOFF, 413. 


4 
Verses on St. Demetrius 


1 Στίχ(οι) εἰς τὸν λογχευθέντα μέγα Δημήτριον, 

2 ὡς ал” αὐτοῦ πρὸς τὸν σταυρ(ωθέντα) [7] Χ(ριστὸὴν 
1 Awyxev- ms 2 στᾶρ ms? quid? 

1 { πελρηγὴν μὲν οὐκ αὐχῶν ἐγὼ δείκ«νλυµί σοι 


ὡς δὴ παθών τι ὑπὲρ σοῦ, σ(ῶ)τίε)ρ, μέγα, 
ἀλλ᾽ ὡς μικρὸν μίμημα σῆς πλευρᾶς πάθ(ους) 
- ὡδί µε κατέστησεν - χαίρων δεικνύω. 


1 πηγήν ms Changing the sequence to πληγὴν μὲν ἐγὼ would restitute the Binnenschluß, but 
would create a hiatus δείκυμι ms 2 παθόν ms 


Verses on the Great Demetrios, Pierced by a Lance, 
as if They «Were Addressed> by Him to the Crucified [?] Christ! 


I show «my? wound to Thee not to boast «of it» 

As if I had suffered some great thing on Thy behalf, my Savior, 
But as a small token of the suffering of Thy side 

Do I joyfully show it «to Thee» - it brought me here [?].? 


1 This poem stands in the Vindobonensis without attribution, but its position after texts identified as 
being by Maksim Grek makes the latter's authorship likely. ? “Here:” “here in Paradise?" or 
*here on this representation (e.g., icon)?" The latter meaning is preferred by Professor Wolfram 
HORANDNER (Vienna). 


Athos, Dionysiou 282, fol. 125r (cf. DENISSOFF, PL. VIII) 
5 


Verses on the Reliquary of Patriarch Niphon II 


1 Ἐπίγραμμα εἰς τὴν πολυτελεστάτην ἀργυρόχρυσον λάρνακα τῶν ἱερῶν 
2 λειψάνων τοῦ μακαριωτάτου π(α)τριάρχου Νήφονος ":: κυρ(οῦ) Μαξίμου 
Τριβόλη 


2 τριβολη: sic ms; this erroneous spelling suggests that at least the name may be Бу a hand different 
from that of Maksim 


1 ᾿Αργυρίου χρυσίου τε φαάντερον ἠδ᾽ ἐριτίμων 
συλλήβδην λιθάκων τὸν λάμψαντ ἀρχιερῆα 
3 Νήφων᾽, бу θεράποντα, θεὸς μέγας ἔνθεν ἄραντα 


θήκῃ τῇδ᾽ ёкобпу ἐριτίμῳ, Νάγγοε θεῖον 

Μυσῶν εὐπτολέμων μέγαν ὄρχαμον ἐς τόδε θήξας 
6 ἔργον, ἑῷ θεράποντι ὅπως κλέος ἄφθιτον εἴη. 

᾽Αλλά, πάτερ μέγα, χαῖρε, μονήν т’ ἐπιμνώεο τήνδε 

λιταῖς σαῖς πρὸς ἄνακτα διαμπερὲς ἔμπεδα τηρεῖν, 


9 αὐτῷ 0’ ἡγεμόνι κράτος ἀρραγὲς ἠδ᾽ ὑγείαν 
ζῶντι, μάκαρ, παρέχειν: ἀτὰρ μ(ε)τ(ὰ) γαῖαν ἀφέντα 
H αὐτὰ ἐνιδρῦσαι ἀνάκτορα θεῖα Ὀλύμπου. 
2 .pfja ms 4 θήκη ms ἐκύδην ms -τίμω ms 6 £ ms 9 αὐτῶ ms 


Epigram on the Most Sumptuous Reliquary, Wrought in Gold and Silver, 
of the Holy Relics of the Most Blessed Patriarch Niphon. By Kyr Maximos Triboles. 


When the Archpriest Niphon! who shone more brightly than silver, 
gold and, in a word, precious stones (cf. Anth. Pal., e.g., 8, 21:1) left this 
world, the great God honored His servant with this precious tomb. He 
incited the divine Neagoe, the great leader of the warlike (cf. Anth. Pal. 
4, 36:22; 16, 331:4) Mysians, towards this deed, so that His servant 
might enjoy everlasting glory (cf. Iliad 9:413). 

Now, hail to Thee, great Father; remember <to ask> the Lord in thy 
prayers <that He> preserve this monastery? firmly forever, and, blessed 
one, <ask Him> that He provide the ruler himself with indestructible 
power and health during his life; and establish him later, when he leaves 
this earth, in the divine palaces of the very Olympus. 


1 Cf. note 1 to the translation of Epigram 2 above 2 Just possibly the monastery of Curtea de 
Arges in Walachia, rather than the Athonite monastery of Dionysiou. If so, these lines date from 
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about 1517 and may have been sent, or even written, there. The Vita of Niphon И, composed ca 1520 
by Protos of Athos Gabriel, speaks of a reliquary of Niphon in gold, silver and precious stones (cf. 
ἐριτίμων λιθάκων of our Epigram), deposited at Curtea de Arges (cf. Νέον Ἐκλόγιον περιέχον 
βίους ἀξιολόγους διαφόρων ἁγίων, Venice 1803, pp. 373-388, esp. pp. 386-387; the passage deals 
with the reconsecration of that church in August 1517; unfortunately, Niphon Ils reliquaries at 
Curtea de Arges that were in existence by 1913, had been made in 1795 and 1799 respectively). Cf. 
N. M. Popescu, Nifon II Patriarhul Constantinopolului, Analele Academiei Romane, Seria II - 
Tomul XXXVI (1913-1914) (Bucharest 1914), 749-750; 789-792, who republished our Epigrams 5 
and 6 after LAMPROS. PoPESCU believed (p. 791) that these two epigrams were composed by one 
Maximos Trivolis for the reliquary still preserved in the monastery of Dionysiou. The inscription on 
the reliquary (true, also called λάρναξ) of Niphon II preserved in the Dionysiou monastery is, how- 
ever, in prose and teems with spelling errors. It, too, was commissioned by Neagoe and is dated to 
1515. Text in G. MILLET - J. PARGOIRE - L. PETIT, Recueil des inscriptions chrétiennes de l'Athos, I 
(= Bibl. des Ecoles françaises d' Athénes et de Rome, fasc. 91) (1904), nr. 465 = p. 161. - It must be 
noted that according to Maksim's own testimony, he intimately knew the life of the monks at 
Dionysiou and was a frequent guest at their monastery. He also mentioned Niphon Π as the 
monastery’s benefactor who died in its precincts. Cf. Maksim's Letter to Vasilij Ш about Mount 
Athos, ed. N. V. SINICYNA in Viz. Vrem. 26 (1965) esp. p. 131. On the confused story of the transfer 
of Niphon's relics, cf. also Dionysios PHOTEINOS, Ἱστορία τῆς πάλαι Δακίας ... П, Vienna 1818, 
77-84, esp. pp. 80 and 83. The Romanian version of the Vita of Niphon II is at present inaccessible 
to me. 


6 
Another Epigram on Niphon's reliquary 


Ἕτερον εἰς τὴν αὐτ(ήν) 


l ‘A χρυσᾶ τὸν χρυσοῦ τιμαλφέστερον ἔνδοθι κεύθω 
Νήφωνα λάρναξ Βυζαντίδος ἀρχιερῆα. 


1 А ms τιμαλφέστερον: cf. Poem I, 98 τὰ τιμαλφῆ 


Another «Epigram» on the Same 


I, the golden reliquary, conceal within <myself> the Archpriest of Byzantium 
Niphon, more precious than gold. 


Ambrosianus № 234 sup., fol. 12" (cf. DENISSOFF, р. 412) 
7 
Elegiacs on the Grand Rhetor Manuel of Corinth 


Μανουὴλ τῷ Μεγάλῳ 'Ῥήτορι καὶ φιλοσόφῳ Μάξιμος ó μοναχός 


1 Ῥητῆρος Μεγάλου τὰ μυρίπνοα ἄσματα ταῦτα, 
Μουσῶν καὶ Χαρίτων ἔκγονα καὶ Σοφίης: 
3 Μοῖσαι ἐμμελίην γάρ, ἀτὰρ Χάριτες πολύολβοι 


εὐεπίην, πειθὼ τῷδ᾽ ἔπορε Σοφίη. 
Μὴ μῆκος δ᾽ ὠνερ ἐπιδίζεο, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνὶ τυτθοῖς 


6 γράμμασι τὰν αὐτοῦ θαύμασον ἠνορέην. 
Ei δ'ὁπόθεν καὶ ὅπως κικλήσκετο, τῷδε Μανουὴλ 
8 οὔνομ”, ἀτὰρ πάτρη Ἰσθμιὰς ἐστὶ πόλις. 
] Cf. Poem I, 93: μυριπνόου ἀπαθείης 2 μουσῶν ms: Μοισῶν LAMPROS and DENISSOFF 


4 Cf. Poem II, 332: εὐεπίηφι μόνῃ 6 Cf. Poem II, 48: σοφίῃ .. xoi ἠνορέῃ 7 read 
κικλήσκεται τῷ δὲ LAMPROS and DENISSOFF 


Maximos the Monk for the Grand Rhetor and Philosopher Manuel! 


These fragrant [cf. Anth. Pal. 9:6, 1] songs? are by the Grand Rhetor 

And are the offspring of Muses, Graces and Wisdom: 

For the Muses provided him with harmony, Graces, rich in blessings [cf. Anth. 
Pal. 6:114, 5 etc], 


With eloquence [cf. Anth. Pal. 6:322, 5; Ian. Laskaris, Epigr. 42:6 = p. 65 ed. 
MzscHiNI] and Wisdom, with persuasiveness. 
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O man, do not look for length, but do admire 

His prowess [cf. Ian. Laskaris, Epigr. 10:8 = p. 41 ed. MESCHINI, and elsewhere] 
«residing» in concise «musical» notes [?] [cf. Anth. Pal. 11:78, 4].3 

If «you wish to know? from where «he stems» and how he is called, Manuel is 

his Name, while the Isthmian city* is his native place. 


! Manuel of Corinth (ca. 1482-1530/31). ? Fragrant songs: this must refer to a volume of musi- 
cal compositions by Manuel of Corinth. Maksim's laudatory epigram was perhaps to be put in front 
of the work itself. [I see that this has already been suggested by Sp. LAMPROS, Νέος Ἑλληνομνήμων 
3 (1906) 481]. On Manuel of Corinth as a musical composer, cf. PATRINELIS, Δύο ἀνέκδοτα κείµενα 
(as in note 1 to this Appendix), p. 143, n. 1 and the letter of Ioustinos Dekadios to Manuel, ed. ibid., 
p. 144, lines 8-11, where the addressee's *many and variegated odes on the saints, ancient and new" 
are praised. Cf. also A. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS in Parnassos 6 (1902) 71-102. 3 I have trans- 
lated γράμμασι by “notes,” in view of the musical contents of Manuel's volume. The parallel for this 
meaning is provided by the line of the Palatine Anthology 11:78, 4, where we read of “Lydian” and 
“Phrygian” γράµµατα. A more conservative translation would be “writings.” * Corinth. 


A Poem by Maria Comnene Palaeologina from Manuscript 
No.177 of the Ivan Dujcev Centre for Slavo-Byzantine Studies 


Georgi K R U S T E V (Sofia) 


The vicissitudes of historical fate have spread the literary treasures of the Byzantine Empire 
far and wide. Topographically, Byzantine manuscript collections cover the territory between 
Moscow and Washington, D.C. This unheard of diaspora of the codex began an early as the 
Arab conquests, passed through the Christianisation of the Slavs and Ottoman rule, contin- 
ued with the great migration wave after the fall of Constantinople in 1453 and the personal 
interest of the father of absolute monarchy, Louis XIV, in Byzantine history, and ended with 
the energetic activity of foreign archaeological institutes on the territory of the Ottoman 
Empire. Thus, in the majority of the cases, the vicissitudes of fortune have made it impos- 
sible for us to follow the creation and history of the manuscripts, turning them into eloquent 
but to us mute witnesses of the Middle Ages. That is why every opportunity to learn some- 
thing more definite about them throws light on yet another tiny portion of the overall pic- 
ture of the past. 

The collection of Greek manuscripts at the Ivan Dujcev Centre for Slavo-Byzantine 
Studies contains, under No. 177, a tetraevengelion with commentaries which was once the 
property of the monastery of St. John the Forerunner near Serres. The parchment manuscript 
contains 246 folios bound with wooden slates, but the metal edges and the hasps have been 
lost.! According to their palaeographical features, the first 245 folios belong to the 11th - 
12th century, while folio 246 is not lined and palaeographically belongs to the end of the 
13th - the beginning of the 14th century. 

This last folio 2467 1 contains a poem entitled Στίχοι ἱκετήριοι πρός τήν Δέσποιναν 
Παρθένον καί Θεομήτορα τήν Χωρινήν (Lines dedicated to the Lady Virgin and Mother 
of Christ) by Maria Comnene Palaeologina. The first three full title lines, containing the 
dedication and the name of the author, are followed by 48 lines of poetry which at first 
glance seem written in two columns. This manner of writing proved an obstacle in the deci- 
phering of the text. P. N. PAPAGEORGIOU, who published it, read the text line by line with the 
result that each second verse is the first verse of column two right up to the end of 246ν, 
where verse 25 and 26 are the last according to his reading, continuing with the first line on 
246! which contains verses 27 and 28, and so on.? V. Sys, who worked on the manuscript 
later, read the text column by column to the end of 246%. Thus, for him, PAPAGEORGIOU’s 
verse 2 is verse 14? and the situation with 246! is the same. This paper backs the reading of 
PAPAGEORGIOU for the following reasons. In the first place, when one reads line by line, 
there emerge three clearly distinctive logically complete parts: the glorification of the 


1 A. DZUROVA - G. SEIKOVA, L’Evangeliaire Cod. Dujéev 177 de la collection des manuscrits grecs 

du Centre d'Etudes Slavo-byzantines “Ivan Dujéev” (sous presse). 

? P. N.PAPAGEORGIOU, Αἱ Σέρραι καὶ τὰ προάστεια, τὰ περὶ τὰς Σέρρας kai ἡ μονὴ Ἰωάννου 

του Προδρόμου, Byz. Ztschr. Ш (1894) pp. 326-327. 

3 V, Sys, Catalogue of Greek Manuscripts from the Monasteries near Serres and Kossinitsa I 71 
(manuscript), Ivan Dujéev Research Centre for Slavo-Byzantine Studies. 
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Virgin, the offering of the gift and the plea to accept this act of the unworthy Maria. What 
we have is a consistent narrative of the finding, re-binding and donation of an evangelion to 
the famous Chora monastery in Constantinople. Punctuation has rather a dividing function, 
just as the space between the verses does not mean they were written in two columns (also 
confirmed by the lack of lining) but denotes the beginning and the end of the verses. 

The versification reveals a typical example of an extremely regular Byzantine dodeca- 
syllabus with a caesura after the fifth or the seventh syllable and stress on the penultima. 
Since PAPAGEORGIOU’s publication is already a bibliographical rarity I will take the liberty 
of publishing the text, preserving the original punctuation and removing the normalisation 
of the grammatical forms in order to preserve the rhythm of the poem. 


Στίχοι ἱκετήριοι πρός τήν Δέσποιναν Παρθένον καί Θεομήτορα τήν Χωρινήν ὡς 
ἐκ προσώπου τῆς εὐσεβεστάτης δεσποίνης κυρᾶς 
Μαρίας Κομνηνῆς τῆς Παλαιολογίνης 


Ἔδει μέν ἴσως τῇ παναχραντῳ Κόρη, 
τῇ παρθένῳ καὶ σῶμα καὶ τὴν καρδίαν, 
τῇ τῶν Χερουβὶμ καί Σεραφὶμ κυρίᾳ, 
τῇ τῶν ἁγίων ἁγιωτέρᾳ νόων 

ἀξίαν ἀντίχαριν ἀποτιννύειν 

ὑπὲρ τοσαύτης εὐμενοῦς εὐσπλαγχίας, 
καί τῇς ἀφράστου πρὸς Χριστὸν παρρησίας, 
τόν Yióv αὐτῆς καὶ Θεὸν Δεσπότην, 
ὐπὲρ ἀγάπης τῆς βροτῶν σωτηρίας 

10. ἣν каб’ ἑκάστην δεικνύει Χριστωνύμοις, 
u. οἷα μόνη σώζουσα καὶ λυτρουμένη 

12. τούτους ἁπάσης τῶν ἐναντίων βλάβης. 
13. Ἔδει προσάξαι πλὴν uer εὐνοίας ὅσης 
1. βασιλικὸν τὸ δῶρον ὡς Βασιλίδι 

15. ἀνθ᾽ ὧν παρ αὐτῆς ἀπέλαυον χαρίτων, 
16. ἀνθ᾽ ὧν μυρίων ἐκλυτροῦμαι κινδύνων 
17. τῇ συμμαχία καὶ κραταιᾷ δυνάμει 

18. τῆς πανσθενουργοῦ καὶ πανυμνήτου Κόρης' 
19. ἀλλὰ τίς ἰσχύσειεν οὕτως ἀξίως 

20. τὸ κοσμολαμπὲς δεξιώσασθαι φάος, 

21. τὴν τῶν ἁπάντων ὑπερηρμένην νόων; 

2. "Pé ᾧπερ ὡς ἔχοιμι πλὴν μετὰ δέους, 
23. μετὰ δακρύων καὶ καθαρᾶς καρδίας, 

24. μεθ ὧνπερ ηὐπόρησα πέπλων χρυσέων 
25. καὶ τὴν ἱερὰν τήνδε βίβλον προσφέρω 
26. τῷ σεβασμίῳ τῆς παναχράντου δόμῳ 
27. Χώραν καλοῦν εἴωθεν ἅπας τὸν δόμον: 
28. αὐτῆς συνάρσει τῆσδ᾽ ἐπὶ γῆς τῆς ξένης 
29. ταύτην τυχοῦσα σὺν ἀκοσμίᾳ τόσῃ 

30. εἰ καὶ λίθων ἦν ἔνδοθεν σὺν μαργάροις 


een m h ss ру = 


31. ὥσπερ διαυγὴς στιλπνότης ἤ χρυσίου, 

32. τὰς ἡλιακὰς ἀκτῖνας ὑπερβάλον 

33. οἱ Κυριακοὶ χρύσεοι θεῖοι λόγοι, 

34. δι ὧν πᾶσα γέγηθε πιστῶν καρδία, 

35. δι ὧν κόσμος σέσωστο Σατὰν τῆς πλάνης, 
36. πλὴν ἀλλὰ κοσμήσασα ταύτην σύν πόθῳ 
37. καθώσπερ εἶχον ἐκ χρυσοῦ σὺν ἀργύρῳ, 
38. ἑκ χρυσουφοῦς κοκκινοχρόου πέπλου, 

39. ἐκ καρδιακοῦ τοῦ πόθου Σοὶ προσφέρω, 
40. Δέσποινα Μῆτερ τοῦ Θεανθρώπου Λόγου, 
41. Μαρία λάτρις οἰκέτις Σοῦ γνησία 

4. Παλαιολόγων ἐκ γένους κατηγμένη, 

43. ἡ τῆς Ἑώας βασιλὶς τῆς ἁπάσης. 

44. "АМ εὐμενῶς μοι, παμβασιλίς, προσέχου 
45. à Σοὶ προσάγω σὺν ζεοὺσῃ καρδίᾳ 

46. εἰ καὶ τέως πέφυκεν οὐ κατ ἀξίαν, 

47. καὶ πρὸς μονὰς σκήνου µε τὰς οὐρανίους, 
48. πρὸς τὴν ἀγήρω τῆς Ἐδὲμ κατοικίαν. 


It is only logical to attempt an identification of the author, a step which was taken by 
PAPAGEORGIOU himself. He suggested several members of the Palaeologian family: 

1. Maria Comnene Palaeologina (1214-1216 - c. 1267) - daugter of the Megas 
Domestikos Andronicus Palaeologus and Theodora; sister of Emperor Michael VIII 
Palaeologus and wife of Megas Domestikos Nicephorus Tarchaneiotes.* This suggestion 
could not be the right choice for several reasons. Maria could not be styled δέσποινα because 
she was not an empress, nor the mother of an emperor. She was never "Queen of the whole 
East" as indicated by verse 43 ἡ τῆς Ἑώας βασιλὶς τῆς ἁπάσης. Finally, the time when 
she lived - the first half of the 13th century - does not correspond to the palaeography of 
the text. 

2. Maria Comnene Palaeologina (T 1293 or later) - δέσποινα, daughter of John 
Cantacuzenus and Irene (nun Eulogia) Comnene Palaeologina, illegitimate sister of Michael 
VIII Palaeologus.? Bulgarian history is quite familiar with this Maria since, between 1268 
and 1279, she was married first to Constantine Tich and then to Ivailo. After she was 
deposed by Ivan III Assen she and her son, Michael, went to Constantinople and her further 
fate is unknown. P. N. PAPAGEORGIOU seems to favour this Maria. True, she was a δέσποινα 
and could have found this Gospel as seen from verse 28 αὐτῆς συνάρσει τῆσδ᾽ ἐπὶ γῆς 
ξένης, or verse 16 about the Blessed Virgin redeemstress from countless woes could visu- 
alise the vicissitudes of her fate, but she was never Queen of the whole East. 

3. Maria Comnene Palaeologina Cantacuzena (Megali Comnene) (1427 - 1439) - nun 
Makaria; daughter of Alexius IV Comnenus, Emperor of Trebizond, and wife of John VIII 
Palaeologus Porphyrogenitus.Ó True, she was connected with the East, but has no connec- 


4 P. М. PAPAGEORGIOU, Op. cit., p. 327; Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit (PLP), 
Wien 1976, t. 6, p. 73, No. 21389. 


5 P. М. PAPAGEORGIOU, Op. cit., р. 327; PLP, t.6, p. 105, No. 16910; I. BOZILOV, Фамилията на 
Асеневци (1186-1560). Генеалогия и просопография, Sofia 1985, pp. 115-119. 


6 P. М. PAPAGEORGIOU, Op. cit., р. 328; PLP, t. 6, р. 75, No. 21397. 
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tion with verse 28 αὐτῆς συνάρσει τῆσδ᾽ ἐπὶ γῆς τῆς ξένης and the time when she lived 
absolutely excludes a possible authorship. 

Writing about the mosaic Deesis in the Chora monastery (Kariye Djami) in 1958, Paul 
UNDERWOOD tried to identify the ktetorisa in the mosaic, above whom there is the following 
damaged inscription: ... (Α)νδ(ρον)ίκου τοῦ Παλαιολόγου ἡ κυρὰ τῶν Μουγουλίων 
Μελάνη ἡ μοναχή. 

Basing himself on Pachymeres and the 1351 δοικέοσης of Patriarch Callistus of the 
monastery of the Μουγουλίων, he was the first to connect the mosaic figure and the poem 
from Cod. D. gr. No. 177 with Maria Comnene Palaeologina, illegitimate daughter of 
Michael VIII Palaeologus and a lady of the family of Diplovatatses.8 Later, however, prob- 
ably because of the name of Andronicus Palaeologus in the inscription, the lack of sources 
about Maria taking the holy vows and the Latin mistranslation of Pachymeres, he gave up 
this assumption? and turned his attention to Maria Comnene Palaeologina, illegitimate 
daughter of Andronicus II Palaeologus, who was married to the Khan of the Golden Horde, 
Tuktai in 1292.10 

At first glance, the contents of the poem does not provide much towards the solution 
of this problem. Verse 42 Παλαιολόγων ἐκ γένους κατηγµένη can be applied to both of 
them. Because of their marriages to Abaka (1265) and Tuktai (1292) both of them could 
carry the title from the first lines δεσποίνης κυρᾶς, particularly as, although illegitimate, 
they were still daughters of Byzantine emperors. Although Sir Steven RUNCIMAN thinks that 
κυρὰ is a legitimate variant of δέσποινα]! I think that, in this case, we are faced with some- 
thing quite different. The wives of the Mongol ilkhans bore the title of Khatun (lady, mis- 
tress) after their given name. In the court of the Mongols of Persia the daughter of Michael 
VIII was known as Despina Khatun.!? In the signature of the poem we probably have a lit- 
eral translation of the double title by Maria herself. It is not found in any of the other 
Byzantine sources about her, where she is called either κυρὰ or δέσποινα.Ι3 Verse 43 ἡ τῆς 
Ἑώας βασιλὶς τῆς ἁπάσης and verse 28 αὐτῆς συνάρσει τῆσδ᾽ ἐπὶ γῆς τῆς ξένης are 
valid both for the aunt and for the neice, although neither of these Byzantine princesses was 
chief queen of either Abaka or Tuktai. Besides, the presence of an 11th - 12th c. tetraevan- 
gelion with interpretations on the territory of the Golden Horde (southern Russia) sounds 
improbable, to put it mildly. On the contrary, the territory ruled by the Mongols in Persia 
was closely linked to early Christianity and was later the place where the Jacobites and the 


7 P. A. UNDERWOOD, The Kariye Djami: The Mosaics, (=Bollingen Series, LXX) New York 1966, 


p. 45. 

8 Georgius Pachymeres, De Andronico Palaeologo, L. VI, Bonnae МОСССХХХУ, pp. 620-621; 
F. MIKLOSICH - J. MULLER, Acta et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi, I, pp. 312 - 317. 

9 Оп the misinterpretations caused by the Latin translation of κήδος see: S. RUNCIMAN, The Ladies 
of the Mongols, in: ΒΙΣ MNHMHN K. AMANTOY 1874 - 1960, Athens 1960, p. 51. 

0 P, A. UNDERWOOD, Work of the Byzantine Institute in Istanbul, 1955 - 1956, Dumbarton Oaks 
Papers 12 (1958) p. 287; idem, The Kariye Djami: The Mosaics, pp. 45 - 48. 

Π S. RUNCIMAN, Op. cit., p. 53. 

12 B. SPULER, Die Mongolen in Iran. Politic, Verwaltung und Kultur der Ilchanzeit 1220-1350, in: 
Iranische Forschungen, hrsg. von H. Schaeder, Band 1, Leipzig 1939, pp. 127, 181, 164, 252 et al. 
13 Georgius Pachymeres, Op. cit., p. 620 (δέσποιναν τῶν Μουγουλίων); F. MIKLOSICH - J. MÜLLER, 
Op. cit., p. 312 (κυρὰ), р. 313 (δέσποινα τῶν Μουγουλίων); P. A. UNDERWOOD, Op. cit., p. 45 (κυρὰ 
τῶν Μουγουλίων). 


Nestorians found refuge. Many of the wives of the ilkhans were Christians Dokuz Khatun, 
Δέσποινα Khatun, Qodai Khatun.!^ On her journey to Persia for her marriage to Abaka, 
Maria Palaeologina was accompanied by an escort which included Theodosius, the Abbot 
of the monastery of the Pantocrator in Constantinople who was also called Πρίνκιψ, and the 
exiled Orthodox Patriarch of Antioch, Euthymius. The historian Vartan even says that 
Abaka himself was baptised.!? It is difficult to prove whether this is true or whether the reli- 
gious liberalism shown by the Ilkhan allowed him to attend different services. What is 
important is that there was a strong Christian presence in Persia during his rule. This makes 
me think that it was there that Maria Palaeologina (δέσποινα τῶν Μουγουλίων) found the 
manuscript. Her religious zeal, registered by the donation of brocaded clothes and the re- 
bound and decorated codex to the monastery of the Chora, is not an isolated case of patron- 
age. As Patriarch Callistus says, she acquired the church and monastery of the Theotokos 
Panaghiotissa from Maria Ducaena Acropolitissa and founded the monastery of the 
Theotokos τῶν Μουγουλίων.!6 During the rule of IIkhan Baidu, with whom she remained 
in touch, she asked to be given one of the great relics of Eastern Christendom, the cross of 
St. Gregory the Illuminator, which was sent to ber 17 

The daughter of Emperor Andronicus II Palaeologus, Maria, married Tuktai in 1292 
and must have returned to Constantinople after 1313 when her husband died. From the sec- 
ond decade of the 14th century, however, Theodore Metochites was the official patron of 
the monastery of the Chora. It was he who commissioned the new decoration, including the 
mosaic Deesis with nun Melane. In other words, the images of the patrons in the Deesis 
belong to the period before Theodore Metochites when the daughter of Andronicus II could 
not have had the physical opportunity to endow the monastery or become a nun there. This 
last evidence gives me reason to believe that δέσποινα τῶν Μουγουλίων - Maria, daughter 
of Michael VIII Palaeologus, is the patroness of the Chora from the mosaic and the author 
of the poem from Cod. D. gr. No. 177. 

What was the book found by Maria Comnene Palaeologina - δέσποινα τῶν 
Movyovaiwv? Verses 25 καὶ τὴν ἱερὰν τήνδε βίβλον προσφέρω and 33 οἱ Κυριακοὶ 
χρύσεοι(ος) θεῖοι λόγοι undoubtedly indicate the codex was an evangelion, and Codex D. 
gr. No. 177 is exactly a tetraevangelion with interpretations. Verse 38 ёк χρυσουφοῦς 
κοκκινοχρόου πέπλου(ις) provides information about the type of the binding. True, now this 
consists only of wood, which misled V. Sys into putting down “᾿Αρχάιον περικάλυµµα 
ἄνευ δέρματος” in the description. However, on the inner side of the wooden slates and 
under the place of the metal edges there are clear traces of the crimson cloth with which they 
were covered. This is also indicated by the very grooves of the edges which obviously had 
the function of protecting the cloth from tearing, for it was far more short-lived than the tra- 
ditional leather. Add to this the necessary space of time between the writing of the manu- 
script (11th - 12th century) and its discovery, re-binding and the writing of the poem at the 
end of the 13th or the beginning of the 14th century, and we have all reasons to believe that 
Codex D. gr. No. 177 is the codex found by Maria during her sojourn in Persia as the third 
wife of Ilkhan Abaka. 


14 B. SPULER, Die Mongolen in Iran. Das Christentum, pp. 198 - 234. 
15 Vartabied Vartan, History, Venice 1862, p. 161. 

16 F, MIKLOSICH - J. MULLER, Op. cit., рр. 312 - 317. 

17 $. RUNCIMAN, Op. cit., p. 50. 
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Verse 24 μεθ᾽ @улер ηὐπόρησα πέπλων χρυσέων poses yet another interesting ques- 
tion. That is whether the donated brocaded clothes were not used as binding material for 
valuable books from the monastery of the Chora, for the collection of the Ivan Dujéev 
Centre contains manuscripts bound in crimson cloth with gold threads which scholars say 
belong to the tradition of the Chora.!? A chemical analysis of the cloth would show clearly 
whether the beginning of this tradition does not coincide with the donation of Maria 
Comnene Palaeologina. 

The manuscript was most probably found between 1265 and 1282, while Maria was in 
Persia. Then, she may have taken it with her upon her return after 1282 to Constantinople 
following Abaka's death in the same year, for his successor, Tekuder-Ahmet, was a zealous 
Muslim who persecuted Christians and Jews and despoiled Christian churches. According 
to verse 28 she found the manuscript in a foreign land and Maria never left Byzantium after 
her return. It is true that in 1304 she was asked by her brother, Andronicus II, to go to Nicaea 
on a diplomatic mission. Thanks to her connections with the court of the ilkhans she was to 
ask for military assitance against Sultan Osman from Ilkhan Uljaitu (1304 - 1316), or 
Kharbantas as Pachymeres calls him. The Latin version of Pachymeres has misled some his- 
torians into supposing a second marriage for Maria - to Kharbantas. However, Sir Steven 
RUNCIMAN proves convincingly that the text indicates a relationship created by marriage on 
principle, such as Maria had with the ilkhans of Persia, i.e. she did not go there a second 
time and could not have found the manuscript then.!? It was probably in the period after that, 
between 1304 and 1315, that Maria became a nun, taking the monastic name of Melane, 
beginning with the initial letter of her Christian name - a popular tradition in Byzantium. It 
is to this period - the first decade of the 14th century - that we should also allocate the dona- 
tion and the writing of the poem which probably preceded the taking of the vows. 

The poem written by Maria Comnene Palaeologina marked the beginning of a poetic 
tradition connected with the monastery of the Chora. This tradition was continued by two 
poems written by Theodore Metochites Δοξολογία εἰς Θεὸν καὶ περὶ кат’ αὑτὸν καὶ περὶ 
μονῆς τῆς Χώρας and Eig τὴν Θεοτόκον καὶ ἔτι περὶ τῆς μονῆς τῆς Χώρας20 This 
poetic tradition evidently reflects the end of a process of resemanticisation of the concept of 
Chora. If in the early period of the monastery's existence it had more or less the character 
of a toponym, it became a proper name after the monastery became part of the city.?! From 
the beginning of the 14th century, however, it evidently fell within the sphere of theology. 
W. FISCHER was the first to connect it with the mosaic figures of Christ and the Theotokos 
from the monastery of the Chora.? Then TREU and PAPAGEORGIOU were inclined to believe 
that the monastery became the object of double veneration - of Christ and the Virgin.?3 
From the middle of the 14th century "Chora" was a mystical concept designating an 
attribute of Christ which defined specific qualities. Several inscriptions accompanying their 
mosaic images in the church and the medallion of Tomb H at the monastery of the Chora 


18 А. DZUROVA, Protocole des données paléographiques et codicologiques (sous presse). 


19 S. RUNCIMAN, Op. cit., p. 53. 
20 R. GUILLAND, Poésies inédites de Théodore Métochite, Byzantion Ш (1926) 1, рр. 266-267. 


?1 Р. A. UNDERWOOD, The Kariye Djami, |: Historical Introduction and Description of the Mosaics 
and Frescoes, (7 Bollingen Series, LXX) New York 1966, p. 4. 


22 W. FISCHER, in: Deutsche Ztschr. f. Geschichtswiss. VIII (1892) р. 319. 
23 р. М. PAPAGEORGIOU, Op. cit., p. 328. 
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call Christ the Chora "the land, sphere, or dwelling-place" of the Living, and the name is 
also applied to the Уігріп.2* Maria Palaeologina’s poem is a clear indication that the term 
Chora had acquired a similar mystical meaning for the Theotokos. The contents of the text 
evidently outline the new attribute of the Mother of God - “Chora, the dwelling of the 
uncontainable God" - a process clearly similar to that of the other well-known definitions 
like Eleousa, Orante, etc. 

Although in the traditional form of a prayer, the poem from Cod. D. gr. No. 177 is a 
registered literary fact of personal creativity which throws light on major events in the life 
of Maria Comnene Palaeologina. It reveals the vicissitudes of fortune in the history of a 
valuable manuscript and hints at the beginning of an increasingly stronger mystical trend in 
Orthodoxy which reached its peak after the middle of the 14th century. 


24 Р. A. UNDERWOOD, Op. cit., p. 5. 
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Une nouvelle considération sur la politique 
de Justinien envers les peuples du Danube 


Sophie PATOURA (Athènes) 


Parmi les historiens contemporains, il y en a beaucoup qui ont exprimé l'opinion que 
Justinien a sacrifié la frontiére du nord et la Péninsule Balkanique à l'autel de la 
Reconquista, sousestimant leur importance.! Ils se sont appuyés sur les narrations drama- 
tiques des chroniqueurs de l'époque et notamment sur certains fragments de l'Histoire 
Secréte de Procope, qui, dans le cadre de sa critique bien sévére à l'égard de la politique 
extérieure de Justinien, ne manque pas de blámer avec aigreur, aussi sa partie concernant la 
frontiére nordique.? 

Dans la présente étude, je ne vais pas me référer ni à des événements - bien connus 
d'ailleurs - ni à l'oeuvre militaire, constructive, administrative, religieuse et législative de 
Justinien, se rapportant à la région danubienne, quoiqu'une telle invocation puisse enrichir 
les arguments que je vais dévélopper à la suite, afin de réviser l'avis précédent et poser à 
nouveau la question. 

Ayant comme point de départ la lecture critique de certains écrivains de l'époque, qui 
se sont prononcés pour ou contre la politique de Justinien au Danube, je signale tout d'abord 
le manque d'informations suffisantes pour composer et soutenir d'une maniére convaicante 
l'avis prédominant aujourd'hui. Je vais focaliser mon intérét sur le paramétre le plus impor- 
tant de sa politique, dont l'efficacité a provoqué des jugements positifs et négatifs, à 
l'époque, mais également à nos jours. Je parle de la fameuse diplomatie que le grand 
empereur a appliquée vis-à-vis les nombreux peuples barbares du Danube, qui ne constitu- 
ait qu'un domaine seulement de la toile diplomatique, que Justinien a filée à travers les ser- 
vices de sa cour et a léguée à ses successeurs. 

En commengant par l'Histoire Secréte de Procope, je vais m'arréter sur trois points 
relatifs à notre sujet. Dans les chapitres XVIII et XXIII? l'historien affirme, à travers une 


! — Par exemple, E. STEIN (Histoire du Bas-Empire II, Paris 1949, p. 310), croit que la protection de 
la Peninsule Balkanique n'était pour Justinien qu’ “une entrave génante à ses vastes projets et qu'il se 
résignait facilement à priver cette contrée, de facon souvent désastreuse de troupes qui faisaient la 
guerre en Afrique et en Italie"; cf. A. A. VASILIEV, History of the Byzantine Empire, Madison-Wisc. 
1952, p. 142; P. LEMERLE, Invasions et migrations dans les Balkans dépuis la fin de l'époque romaine 
jusqu'au VIII siècle, Revue Historique 211 (1954) p. 284; V. TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA - M. VOINOV, La 
politique de Byzance dans ses rapports avec les Barbares, Études Historiques 2 (1965) p. 34. D. 
ZAKYTHINOS, au contraire, exprime l'opinion que Justinien a reussi, par le biais de ses actions diplo- 
matiques, un équilibre entre les forces de la région du Danube (voir Βυζαντινὴ Ἱστορία 324-1071, 
Athénes 1977, pp. 78, 87). 

2 B. Ковш, Das Zeitalter Justinians L, Berlin 1960, pp. 197-226; Averil CAMERON, Procopius, 
London 1985, pp. 49-66. 


3 Procopius III, Historia Arcana 18, 23, éd. HAURY-WIRTH, Procopii Caesariensis Opera Omnia, 
78 Lipsiae 1963, pp. 114, 141-142. 


narration dramatique des événements de la Péninsule Balkanique, que les Huns, les 
Sclavénes et les Antes avec leurs invasions presqu'annuelles ἐξ οὗ Ἰουστινιανός παρέλαβε 
τὴν Ῥωμαίων ἀρχήν, ont traversé et détruit l’Illyrie entière, la Thrace, les banlieues de 
Constantinople et la Gréce, les iles de la mer Ionienne, en causant aux habitants des 
ἀνήκεστα ἔργα et en leur ajoutant une image pire que Σκυθῶν ἐρημίας. 

Sauf l'élément d'exagération compris dans de narrations similaires d'autres histori- 
ographes de l’époque, les paroles générales et vagues des témoignages relatifs, rendent ces 
narrations, si non récusables, au moins ambigües, si on les compare surtout à celles qui sont 
insérées dans une oeuvre de crédibilité plus considérable du méme auteur, autrement dit 
dans la fameuse De Bellis. Bien que l'écrivain y souligne aussi avec une emphase tragique 
la situation pénible dans laquelle se trouvaient les provinces du nord de l'Empire, à cause 
des invasions des Barbares du ποτά,» cependant il ne dissimule pas les succès militaires des 
généraux d'Illyrie et de Thrace, dans les descriptions plus détaillées des événements. En 
exemptant Topiros,’ il ne mentionne pas d'autres siéges ou prises de grandes villes et de 
forteresses. Au contraire, il parle de l'incapacité des Sclavénes d'assiéger des villes forti- 
fiées et il souligne leur manque de courage à gagner les plaines, au moins pendant les pre- 
miéres années de leurs invasions.? D'ailleurs, dans sa troisiéme oeuvre mémorable, intitulée 
Des Édifices (De Aedificiis), le méme écrivain reconnait l'intérét de Justinien et sa résolu- 
tion à protéger la campagne qui a vraiment souffert, par le redressement des fortifications 
ὥστε ἀγρὸς ἕκαστος ij φρούριον ἀποτετόρνευται ἤ τῷ τετειχισμένῳ πρόσοικός ἐστί 

9 

Quant aux provinces du sud de la Thrace, comme par exemple l'Emimonte et la 
Rodope, on rencontre souvent, dans la méme oeuvre, de noms des villages avec une large 
population qui jouissaient d'une grande prospérité économique, pendant cette époque-là, 
ainsi que postérieurement.!° Même dans |’ Histoire Secrète, Procope souligne l'importance 
de la Thrace en tant que centre d'approvisionnement de la Capitale en céréales; il s'agit 
d'une importance qui n'a pas diminué pendant le VI?* siècle, puisque au milieu de ce siè- 
cle les villages thraces avec ceux de la Bithynie et de la Phrygie sont mentionnés en tant que 
sources fondamentales de provision en céréales.!! 


^  L'élément d'exagération existe réellement dans plusieures descriptions des invasions barbares des 
textes des chroniqueurs et des écrivains ecclésiastiques, pendant toute la période proto-byzantine (cf. 
Eunapii, Fragmenta, éd. ΏΙΝΡΟΕΕ, НСМ 1, рр. 235-238; Philostorgius, éd. J. ΒΙΡΕΖ, pp. 17-18; 
Zosimus IV, 20, éd. Е. PASCHOUD, Zosime Histoire Nouvelle 12, Paris 1979, р. 281; Priscus Excerpta 
de legationibus, éd. C. de BooR, pp. 123-124, 132-133, 135, 145-146, 575-579; Marcellinus Comes 
Chronicon, MGH AA XI, 1, pp. 80-82; Theophanis Chronographia, éd. C. de Boon, pp. 102-103). 


5 Procopius II, Bella VII 29, 38, éd. J. HAURY-WiRTH, Lipsiae 1963, pp. 423, 467-471. 

$ Ibidem VII, 14, 40; ҮШ 18, 25, pp. 353-354. Cf. LEMERLE, op. cit., р. 285. 

7 Procopius ЇЇ, Bella VII 38, р. 468. Cf. D. Kasapipi, Τόπειρος - Ξάνθεια, Βυζαντινός Δόμος 
5-6 (1991-2) 86-88. 

8 Procopius II, Bella VII 38, p. 468. Cf. S. PATOURA, Συμβολὴ στὴν ἱστορία τῶν βορείων 
ἐπαρχιῶν τῆς Αὐτοκρατορίας (4ος - бос), Σύμμεικτα 6 (1985) p. 340. 

? Procopius IV, De Aedificiis, VI, 1, éd. J. HAURY-WiRTH, Lipsiae 1964, p. 107. 

10 Ibidem, p. 107; voir aussi plus loin, VI, 11, p. 143-144: ἦν δὲ τις κώμη ἐν τῇ μεσογείᾳ, 
Βέλλουρος ὄνομα, πλούτου μὲν δυνάμει καὶ πολυανθρωπίᾳ ἴσα καὶ πόλις, τῷ μέντοι τειχήρης 
οὐδαμῇ εἶναι ληϊζομένοις διηνεκὲς ἐπαρκοῦσα βαρβάροις ... καὶ αὐτὴν δὲ ὁ βασιλεὺς οὗτος 
πολίζει τε καὶ ἀποτειχίζει, καὶ αὐτοῦ ἐπαξίαν τίθεται εἶναι. 


И Procopius Ш, Historia Arcana 22, 17, p. 137. Cf. J. DURLIAT, L'approvisionnement de 
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Le deuxiéme point que nous allons retenir pour notre analyse concernant la politique 
de Justinien au Danube, se situe vers la fin du chapitre XXI de l’ Histoire Secréte; c'est pré- 
cisement celui qui a constitué la pierre angulaire à l'élaboration de la théorie déjà citée.!? 
Dans ce témoignage - dénoncation de Procope, Justinien arrétait souvent des opérations mi- 
litaires de ses généraux еп Шупе et en Thrace, ainsi que des révoltes locales contre des Huns 
envahisseurs, à cause du fait que ces derniers seraient des alliés indispensables des Romains 
aux guerres contre les Goths et d'autres ennemis.!3 Si cette explication reflète bien la vérité 
et ne s’intègre pas dans l'esprit général de diminution de la personnalité de Justinien,!^ elle 
n'indique néanmoins que la continuation d'une politique traditionnelle de recrutement des 
Barbares aux rangs de l'armée byzantine, ayant déjà été adopté à partir du IVÈè" siècle, Des 
empereurs tels que Théodose,!5 Arcade,!6 Marcien,!7 Zénon!8 et d’autres prédécesseurs de 
Justinien avaient montré une indulgence et une tolérance excessives et presque provocantes 
vis-à-vis de certains envahisseurs ou "colons" barbares, afin de favoriser des opportunités 
d'importance mineure de la Reconquísta. . 

Certes, l'amorce d'une réappréciation du sujet nous est offerte par deux extraits pris 
dans le chapitre XI de |’ Histoire Secrete,!? ой Procope, d’une façon paradoxale, rejette glob- 
alement les méthodes diplomatiques de l'empereur et juge négativement leur résultat pour 
l'intérét de l’Empire. Bien qu'il admette que la politique de l'incitation de l’un contre l'autre 
amenait vraiment à l'extermination mutuelle des Barbares et à la rivalité perpétuelle de leurs 
commendements, il l’attribue cependant à des motifs personnels et surtout aux sentiments 
sanguinaires de l'empereur; en outre il conteste vivement ses résultats et il le soupgonne 
d’avoir accablé des dépenses la trésorérie publique.20 


Constantinople, dans: Constantinople and its Hinterland, éd. C. MANGO - G. DAGRON - G. GREATREX 
(5 Society for the Promotion of Byzantine Studies, Publications 3), Variorum 1995, p. 24. 


12 Procopius Ш, Historia Arcana 21, 26, рр. 132-133. Cf. TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA et VOINOV, op. cit., 

p. 34. 

13 Πολλάκις δὲ καὶ Οὔννων πολεμίων στρατῷ ἀνδραποδίσασί τε καὶ ληϊσαμένοις τὴν Ῥωμαίων 

ἀρχὴν οἱ Θρακῶν τε καὶ Ἰλλυριῶν στρατηγοὶ βεβουλευμένοι ἀναχωροῦσιν ἐπιθήσεσθαι 

ἀπεπήδησαν, ἐπεὶ βασιλέως Ἰουστινιανοῦ γράμματα εἶδον, ἀπεροῦντα σφίσι τὴν ἐς τοὺς 

βαρβάρους ἐπίθεσιν, ἀναγκαίων αὐτῶν ἐς ξυμμαχίαν Ῥωμαίοις ὄντων ἐπὶ Γότθους ἴσως ἤ ἐπὶ 

ἄλλους πολεμίων τινάς (Historia Arcana 21, 26, pp. 132-133). Cf. J. TEALL, The Barbarians in 

Justinian's Armies, Speculum 40 (1965) 294-322. 

1^ CAMERON, op. cit. p. 66 et К. ADSHEAD, The Secret History of Procopius and its Genesis, 

Byzantion 63 (1993) 11-12. 

15 Zosimus IV, 38, 40, p. 306-308. Cf. S. PATOURA, 'H ἐγκατάσταση τῶν Γότθων στὴ Θράκη καὶ 

οἱ πρῶτες στρατιωτικὲς ἀντιδράσεις, Σύμμεικτα 10 (1996) pp. 258, 260. 

16 Claudii Claudiani Carmina XX, MGH, AA X, p. 104. 

17 Priscus, op. cit., p. 588. Cf. TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA et M. Ψο]νον, ор. cit., pp. 35-36. 

18 Zénon invita un groupe considérable de Bulgares à passer sur le territoire de l'Empire a fin d’af- 

fronter les deux souverains goths Theodorichs, qui, unis en alliance, avaient entrepris une lutte com- 

mune contre l'Empire (Joannis Antiocheni Fragmenta, ed. C. MÜLLER, FHG IV, Paris 1851, р. 619). 

Cf. STEIN, op. cit., pp. 17, 61 et LEMERLE, op. cit., p. 283. 

19 Procopius Ш, Historia Arcana 11, 4-5, 9, p. 71. 

?0 Εἰρήνης τοίνυν Ῥωμαίοις οὔσης ἐς πάντας ἀνθρώπους οὐκ ἔχων ὅστις γένηται τῶν φόνων 

ἐπιθυμία πάντας βαρβάρους πρὸς [τε] ἀλλήλους ξυνέκρουε, τῶν δὲ Οὔννων τοὺς ἡγουμένους 

ἐξ αἰτίας οὐδεμιᾶς μετακαλῶν χρήματα μεγάλα σφίσιν ἀτόπῳ φιλοτιμίᾳ προῖετο, φιλίας ἐνέχυρα 
80 δῆθεν τῷ λόγῳ ταῦτα ποιούμενος: (Historia Arcana 11, 5, p. 71). 


Il est vrai que cette image déformée des manoeuvres diplomatiques de Justinien, telle 
qu'elle fut présentée par Procope, dans une ambiance d'obscurité et d'imprécision, a amené 
un grand nombre d'historiens contemporains vers une estimation ambigüe et presque néga- 
tive de sa politique appliquée au Danube et à une mise en doute de ses résultats.?! 

Recourant, toutefois, aux écrits méme de Procope et plus précisement à son oeuvre De 
Bellis, mais également aux textes des historiens postérieurs, on peut discerner le réalisme de 
la politique de Justinien vis-à-vis des peuples du Danube, ainsi que les dimensions vérita- 
bles de ses méthodes diplomatiques, surtout par rapport aux conditions, qui dominaient 
l'Empire, à cette époque-là. 

Il est vrai que, même dans cette dernière oeuvre, Procope souligne les faiblesses mili- 
taires des provinces du nord, il stigmatise l'indifférence des dirigeants par rapport à la sur- 
veillance insuffisante du limes danubien et il raconte souvent avec une emphase tragique 
leurs conséquences défavorables à la région étendue de l’Illyrie et de la Thrace.?? Pourtant, 
il reconnaît en parallèle, les succès militaires des Byzantins,?? mais surtout il motive d'une 
façon trés claire les démarches diplomatiques de l'empereur.?^ Malgré le risque que ces 
démarches comprenaient - l'écrivain ne dissimule pas leur côté négatif? ~ il paraît que, 
finalement, ces derniéres ont justifié sa politique, puisqu'elles ont écarté la création de fortes 
tion hunique, ainsi qu' avec la fondation de l'empire des Avars à l'époque de ses successeurs 
(2* moitié du VI? s.). La constitution d'une force considérable à la frontiére danubienne - 
étant donnée la conjoncture présentée par les guerres conquérantes à l'Ouest et celles défen- 
sives à l'Est - créerait un énorme probléme pour l'Empire et une véritable menace pour sa 
Capitale. 

Dans De Bellis, à travers une narration réaliste des événements et sans exprimer 
ouvertement des jugements et des appréciations personnelles, Procope permet au lecteur de 
saisir celles des actions diplomatiques de Justinien, qui ont déterminé le succés de sa poli- 
tique au Danube et qui ont été démontrées autant éfficaces que les méthodes utilisées à 
d'autres fronts, comme par exemple, à ceux du Caucase, de la Crimée,?" de l' Afrique et de 
l'Arabie du Sud.28 : 

En 546, la capacité diplomatique de Justinien a empéché les desseins hardis du roi 
Franc Théodébert, qui visait à l'alliance des Lombards et des Gépides pour faire avancer ses 


21 Voir supra, п. |. 


?? Procopius I, Bella II, 4, 4-5, ed. HAURY-WIRTH, Lipsiae 1963, p. 163 et Procopius II, Bella VII, 
29, 38, pp. 423, 443, 467-471. Cf. PATOURA, Συμβολή … pp. 338-339. 


?3 Voir supra, n. 5. 

24 — Procopius И, Bella VI 14, УП 14, 33, VIII 18, 25, pp. 213, 359, 443, 581-583, 624-625. 

25 Ibidem, pp. 443-444 et 505-506. 

?6 Sur ce sujet voir, L. HAUPTMANN, Les rapports des Byzantins avec les Slaves et les Avares pen- 
dant la seconde moitié du VI siécle, Byzantion 4 (1927-1928) 137-138, 146. 

?7 Voir се propos, S. PATOURA, Τό Βυζάντιο καὶ ὁ ἐκχριστιανισμὸς τῶν λαῶν τοῦ Καυκάσου 
καὶ τῆς Κριμαίας (бос αι.), Σύμμεικτα 8 (1989) 405-434. 

28 Voir sur ce sujet: I. ENGELHART, Mission und Politik in Byzanz. Ein Beitrag zur Strukturanalyse 
byzantinischer Mission zur Zeit Justins und Justinian (7 Miscellanea Byzantina Monacensia, 19), 
Munich 1974, pp. 12-100; D. Letsios, Βυζάντιο καὶ Ἐρυθρὰ Θάλασσα: σχέσεις μὲ τὴν Νουβία, 
Αἰθιοπία καὶ Νότια Αραβία ὥς τὴν ἀραβικὴ κατάκτηση, Athènes 1988, pp. 232-289 et A. 
PAPATHANASSIOU, Οἱ ,, Νόμοι τῶν “Ομηριτῶν”, ἱεραποστολικὴ προσέγγιση καὶ ἱστορικὴ - νομικὴ 
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plans conquérants vers l'Orient.?? L'installation des Lombards en Pannonie et dans les 
Noriques?? a doublement bénéficié l'Empire, puisque d'un cóté elle a dà arréter la voie des 
Francs?! et de l'autre cóté elle a mis feu à des conflits violants de longue durée, entre eux- 
mêmes et leurs voisins, les Gépides.?? Presque pendant la méme époque, Justinien a 
appliqué avec succés la politique de rupture, en prévoyant encore une autre alliance proba- 
ble et plus puissante entre les Sclavénes, les Bulgares et les Antes. Il a rompu le front slave, 
en détachant les Antes, auxquels il a concédé pour leur installation la ville Toópptv, qui se 
trouvait sur la rive gauche du Danube, ainsi que ses alentours,?? ἐφ᾽ ὦ, selon Procope, οἱ 
ἔνσπονδοι τὸ λοιπὸν ὄντες Οὔννοις ἐμπόδιοι ἐς ἀεὶ γένωνται.” Le silence des sources 
ἃ la suite de cette entente, indique, au moins, que les Antes ont abandonné leurs invasions 
de brigands, mais également toute disposition d'allíance et d'action commune avec leurs 
parents, les Sclavénes.?5 

En outre, la confrontation trés réussie de deux peuples-fréres, des Koutrigours et des 
Outigours, fut une action d'importance décisive pour l'Empire. Dans une époque trés cri- 
tique pour la Thrace et la capitale byzantine elle-méme, lorsque l'armée de l'Empire était 
considérablement diminuée et son économie affaiblie à cause des guerres conquérantes à 
l'Ouest, par le biais d'une série de manoeuvres diplomatiques ingénieuses et vraiment 
hardies, Justinien a détourné à deux reprises la jonction des tribus huniques et il a semé entre 
eux la discorde, qui les a amené bientót à la dissolution. 

Dans le chapitre XVIII du 8те livre de son oeuvre De Bello Gothico, Procope décrit 
le premier succés de Justinien vis-à-vis d'une triple alliance entre les Koutrigours, les 
Outigours et les Gépides, qui ont provoqué les événements relatifs.36 Je ne vais pas m'ar- 
réter ni aux événements, ni à la description de l'application et de l'aboutissement des 
manoeuvres diplomatiques de l'empereur, mais je vais insister sur la longue phrase par 
laquelle l'auteur débute le chapitre justement suivant: Τούτων δὲ τῶν βαρβάρων τότε 


συμβολή, Athènes - Komotini 1994, pp. 69-150. 


?9 К.Р. CHRISTOU, Byzanz und die Langobarden. Von der Ansiedlung in Pannonien bis zur endgiilti- 
gen Anerkennung (500-680), Athénes 1991, pp. 75-86. 

30 Procopius II, Bella VII, 33, p. 433. Cf. STEIN, op. cit., p. 528. 

31 CHRISTOU, op. cit., p. 81. 

3 ,. χρόνῳ δὲ ὕστερον Γήἠπαιδὲς τε καὶ Λαγγοβάρδαι ἅτε δή ἐν γειτόνων πη ᾠκημένοι 
ἀλλήλοις διάφοροι γεγένηνται ἐς τὰ μάλιστα (Procopius II, Bella VII, 34, p. 444). Cf. C. DICULESCU, 
Die Gepiden. Forschungen zur Geschichte Daziens im frühen Mittelalter und zur Vorgeschichte des 
rumänischen Volkes, 1, Halle 1922, p. 134; W. Pont, Die Gepiden und die Gentes an der mittleren 
Donau nach dem Zerfall des Attilareiches, dans: Н. WOLFRAM - Е. Dain (ed.), Die Völker an der mit- 
tleren und unteren Donau im fünften und sechsten Jahrhundert, Wien 1980, p. 299. 


33 Cf. A. A. BOLSACOV-GHIMPU, La localisation de la forteresse Turis, Rev. des Et. Sud-Est Europ. 
VII, 4 (1969) pp. 686-690; A. BADGEARU, The placement of the Fortress Turris (Procopius, Bell. Goth. 
III 14, 32-33), Balkan Studies 33, 2 (1992) pp. 203-208. 

5^ Procopius II, Bella VII, 14, р. 359. 

35  Procope (II, Bella, p. 394) évoque le renforcement de l'armée byzantine avec 300 Antes pour la 
guerre contre les Goths d'Italie et Agathias (3, 21, Agathiae Myrinaei Historiarum Libri Quinque, ed. 
Ε. KEYDELL, Berlin 1967 [CFHB 2], p. 111) raconte la participation de chefs militaires et de simples 
soldats d'origine ante, pendant les operations militaires contre les Perses. Cf. STEIN, op. cit. p. 522 et 
C. Βονεν, Les Antes et Byzance, Et. Balk. 19 (1983) 110-111. 


36 Procopius M, Bella VIH, 18, рр. 580-584. 


πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαμαχομένων ἤπερ μοι εἴρηται, τοῦ τε κινδύνου σφίσι κατὰ τὴν 
ἀγωνίαν ἀκμάζοντος, εὐτυχίᾳ χρῆσθαι Ῥωμαίοις ξυνηνέχθη πολλῇ. Par cette constata- 
tion, Procope reconnait finalement le succés des actions diplomatiques de l'empereur et il 
révoque tout ce que lui-méme affirme dans son Histoire Secréte, concernant le rachat des 
souverains huns ἐξ αἰτίας οὐδεμιᾶς et leur extermination mutuelle düe à sa générosité irra- 
tionnelle.38 

La seconde phase de [’intervention de Justinien aux affaires intérieures des tribus 
huniques basée sur l'incitation à tour de róle de l'un contre l'autre, constitue le comble de 
ses succés diplomatiques à la frontiére du Danube, étant donné qu'il a délivré définitivement 
la Thrace et l'Empire byzantine d'un ennemi qui, peu de temps avant, avec l'invasion terri- 
ble de 559, avait menacé même Constantinople.3? 

L'historien Agathias, à qui nous devons la description des événements, quoique dans 
les chapitres XI-XIII du 5šme livre de ses Histoires, exerce, d'une maniére indirecte, une cri- 
tique aigüe sur la politique militaire de Justinien en Thrace, 20 il n'hésite pas cependant à 
reconnaître son génie sur le domaine diplomatique et enregistrer de façon claire ses résul- 
tats. Le malaise qu'avaient ressenti tout d'abord les habitants de la Capitale à cause des 
manceuvres diplomatiques de Justinien, a été vite transformé en admiration et en approba- 
tion pour sa prévoyance et pour sa clairvoyance, puisque, d’après l’historien, l'empereur 
ἔγνω χρῆναι μᾶλλον ἁπάσῃ μηχανῇ ξυγκρούεσθαι τὸ βάρβαρον ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸ καὶ 
ἐκποεμοῦσθαι."] L’extermination mutuelle des deux peuples a pris de telles dimensions, que 
selon la phrase caractéristique d'Agathias νά ἀπωλέσουν καὶ αὐτήν τὴν πάτριον 
ёпоуршоу.42 Et l’historien des événements de la 6šme décennie du siècle, finit sa narration 
par la constatation qu'à la fin, tout le monde a reconnu la prévoyance (προμήθεια) et la pru- 
dence (εὐβουλία) de l'empereur, qui a mené les Barbares à l'autodestruction, sans le risque 
d'une guerre aux résultats douteux.43 

Un autre historien du УГ те siècle, Ménandre, qui décrit les événements des dernières 
années du régne de Justinien, applaudit également la clairvoyance politique de l'empereur, 
ainsi que ses capacités considérables sur le champ diplomatique. Il décrit et juge favorable- 
ment ses manipulations concernant ses premiers contacts avec le nouveau peuple du 
Danube, les Avars, lors des négotiations menées successivement à Constantinople avec les 


37 Ibidem, p. 584. Р 

38 Procopius Ш, Historia Arcana 11, 4-5, 9, р. 71. 

39 Agathias 5, 11, р. 177; STEIN, op. cit., pp. 535-540 et LEMERLE, op. cit., pp. 286-287. 

^9 Agathias 5, 1113, рр. 176-180. Cf. A. CAMERON, Agathias, Oxford 1970, p. 125. 

^! Agathias 5, 24, р. 195; cf. CAMERON, Agathias ... pp. 126-127. 

42 Agathias, p. 196. 

43  .. Τότε δὴ ἅπασιν ἀνωμολόγητο καὶ διαδηλοτάτη ἐδείκνυτο ñ τοῦ βασιλέως προμήθεια καὶ 
εὐβουλία, ὅτι δὴ τῶν βαρβάρων ὑπὸ σφῶν διαφθειρομένων αὐτὸς ὅπλα μὴ κινῶν πάντως ἐνίκα 
τῇ γνώμῃ ἐφ᾽ ἑκατέρα ῥοπῇ τοῦ πολέμου καὶ ἀπήλαυε τῆς ἐλπίδος (Agathias, p. 197) ... 
Τηνικαῦτα Ἰουστινιανὸς (ἐν νῷ γὰρ εἶχεν ὡς ἐλεύσονται καὶ αὖθις οἱ Κοτριάγηροι δῃώσοντες 
τὰ ἐπὶ Θρῴκης) ἐγκείμενός τε ἦν τῷ Σανδίλχῳ τῷ τῶν Οὐτιγούρων ἡγεμόνι. ἀνίει τε οὐδαμῶς 
παραινῶν, πρεσβείας τε συηνὰς ἐκπέμπων καὶ ἄλλοτε ἄλλῳ τρόπῳ ἀνερεθίζων ὡς ἄν ἀμωσγέπως 
ἐκπολεμώσῃ γε αὐτὸν ὡς τὸν Ζαβέργαν ... (Ménandre Fragmenta, ed. R. C. BLOCKLEY, The History 
of Menander the Guardsman, Intr. Essay, Text, Translation and Histor. Notes, Liverpool 1985, p. 42). 
Cf. CAMERON, Agathias ... p. 126. 
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deux ambassades de 558 et de 562.44 Il avoue que la politique habile, prudente et bien équili- 
brée du vieil empereur face à cet ennemi nouveau et menagant non seulement fut reconnue, 
mais elle fut publiquement louée par le sénat du Constantinople.# En faisant allusion à l'in- 
stigation de Justinien envers les Avars afin qu'ils se tournent contre les tribus huniques du 
Danube, Ménandre aboutit à l'estimation personnelle que l'empereur a agi avec intelligence, 
puisque ce conflit aboutirerait au profit de l'Empire quoiqu'il füt le résultat du conflit entre 
les Avars et les peuples barbares de la region.*6 

Pour procéder à une considération plus compléte de notre sujet, nous aurions pu utili- 
ser également d'autres éléments provenant des textes de l'époque. Néanmoins, je pense qu'à 
travers la présentation sommaire des exemples choisis dans ce travail, on pourra aisément 
percevoir les axes principaux de la politique de Justinien à la frontiére du Danube. Il est à 
remarquer, tout d'abord, que la politique en question ne constitue pas de déviation de l'ex- 
ercice de sa politique extérieure cecuménique, mais elle est comprise dans l'ensemble des 
moyens diplomatiques, militaires et politiques dont l'illustre empereur s'est servi aux fronts 
de l'Empire, en choisissant selon le cas, celui qui était le plus convenable.^? 

Au cas du Danube, Justinien réussit à contrebalancer avec un grand succès l’insuffi- 
sance militaire, qui existait réellement dans la région;^8 il a évité le risque de grandes opéra- 
tions militaires qui aboutiraient éventuellement à un échec, qui a marqué, dans cette région, 
comme il est connu, la politique d'empereurs antérieurs et postérieurs à lui.49 D'ailleurs, le 
coüt économique des entreprises de telle sorte, visant à la protection d'une frontiere si éten- 
due, comme c'était le cas du limes danubien, serait plus grand que celui de l'usage des 
moyens diplomatiques. Jean d'Antioche justifie le choix des moyens adoptés par 
Justinien, en faisant les remarques suivantes: Λογισάμενος Ἰουστινιανός τὴν δαπάνην τῶν 
τοσούτων χιλιάδων δεῖν ἔκρινε μᾶλλον õi ὀλίγων δώρων συμβάλλειν ἀλλήλοις τοὺς τῶν 
ἐθνῶν ἄρχοντας, ἵνα τοὺς μὲν μήτε τοσαῦτα δαπανᾷ εἰς τόν στρατὸν μήτ᾽ ὀχλεῖται 
πέμπων κατ αὐτῶν, ἐκεῖνοι δὲ ἀλλήλοις αἰτία φθορᾶς γίνοιντο ... 51 Rappelons sur ce 


44. Ménandre, Fragmenta, op. cit., 48, 50, 52. Cf. A. AVENARIUS, Die Awaren in Europa, Amsterdam 
- Bratislava 1974, pp. 37-55 et W. Pout, Die Awaren. Ein Steppenvolk in Mitteleuropa 567-822 п. 
Chr., München 1988, pp. 18-21. 


45 Ὅτι δημηγορήσας ὁ βασιλεὺς τοῦ τε ἱεροῦ ξυλλόγου τὸ ἀγχίνουν τε kai βουλευτικὸν τοῦ 
βασιλέως ἐπαινέσαντος, παραχρῆμα τὰ τε δῶρα ἔστελλε, σειράς τε χρυσῷ διαπεποικιλµένας καὶ 
κλίνας ἐσθῆτὰς τε σηρικὰς καὶ ἕτερα πλεῖστα ... (Ménandre, ... op. cit., pp. 48, 50). Cf. STEIN, op. 
cit., pp. 541-543. 

46 - προύτρεπέ τε τὸ φῦλον ὁμαιχμίαν ἐσάγειν Ῥωμαίοις καὶ κατὰ τῶν ἀντιπόλων ὁπλίζεσθαι, 
ἐμφρονέστατα, οἶμαι, προμξθευσάμενος ὁ βασιλεύς, ὡς ñ νικῶντες οἱ "Aßapoı ў καὶ ἡσσώμενοι 
ἐξ ἀμφοῖν πορίσωσι Ῥωμαίοις τὸ συνοῖσον (Ménandre, ор. cit., p. 50). 


47 “For it was above all Justinian who developed and bequeathed to his successors that conception of 
diplomacy as an intricate science and a fine art, in which military pressure, political intelligence, eco- 
nomic cajolery and religious propaganda were fused into an almost irresistible weapon of defensive 
imperialism” (D. OBOLENSKY, The Principles and Methods of Byzantine Diplomacy, in: Actes du XII* 
Congres International d'Études Byzantines, Beograd 1963, p. 52). 

48 Agathias 5, 11-14, рр. 176-181. Cf. OBOLENSKY, op. cit., p. 51. 


4^9 Je rappelle à ce propos, l'aboutissement tragique de la politique des grandes entreprises militaires 
des empereurs Valens (378) et Maurice (602) à la frontiére danubienne. 


50  OBOLENSKY, op. cit., p. 46. 
51 Joannis Antiocheni Fragm., р. 621. 











ἃ 
| 
| 
Í 

i 





o | 


point les incidences défavorables que le séjour de longue durée des armées byzantines a 
causé, à l'époque de l'empereur Valens (367-369), pendant la guerre de trois ans qu'il a 
menée contre les Goths.?? A la fin du VI™ siècle, l'insuffisance de denrées aux camps de 
la Thrace et l'impuissance compléte des provinces du Nord à contribuer à leur approvision- 
nement, a obligé, également, Maurice à ordonner en 602, le transfert de l'armée au nord du 
Danube ἐν τῇ τῶν Σκλαβινῶν χώρᾳ, afin d'assurer τὰς χειμερινὰς ἀποτροφάς..59 | 
D'ailleurs, Procope lui-méme ne néglige pas à souligner le malaise et la réaction des soldats 
byzantins provoqués par leur longue séjour aux environs d'Andrinople, vers 550, pendant 
une grande invasion des Sclavénes en Thrace.>4 Par conséquent, méme s'il y avait possibil- 
ité d'une présence et d'une action continue des troupes byzantines, sur la frontiére du 
Danube, outre son coüt élévé en argent et en force humaine, il n'est pas certain qu'une telle 
action assurerait à l'Empire des succés similaires à ceux qu'il a gagné par l'application de 
moyens diplomatiques. 

La politique du morcellement des ennemis et celle de l'écartement conséquant d'une 
forte alliance, ont permis à Justinien l'interruption à maintes réprises du financement d'un 
peuple au profit d'un autre et sa confrontation à travers une guerre, lorsque les conditions 
étaient favorables.°? D'ailleurs, il est connu qu'une partie de l'argent que Byzance disposait 
au rachat de la paix par les Barbares, rentrait à l'Empire par le biais des transactions com- 
merciales entre ces derniers et les Byzantins, menées aux viles - commerces au long du 
Danube.56 

Il est remarquable aussi qu’au niveau politique, les méthodes diplomatiques et les 
manipulations habiles de Justinien, s’harmonisent parfaitement aux principes fondamentaux 
que l’écrivain du Stratégique a adressé, peu de temps après, aux facteurs militaires de 
l'Empire à propos de la victoire de l'ennemi,?? sans passer par la guerre, principes que Léon 
VI le Sage a répété quelques siècles plus tard dans ses Tactiques.58 





52 Codex Theodosianus УП, 4, 15, ed. MOMMSEN I, 2, p. 318. Cf. V. VELKOV, Les campagnes et la 
population rurale en Thrace au IV°-VF siècles, Byzantinobulgarica 1 (1962) pp. 41-42 et PATOURA, 
Συµβολή..., р. 320. 


53  Theophylacti Simocattae Historiae УШ 5, 6, 7, ed. С. de Boor, Stuttgart 1972, pp. 293, 295; 
Theophanis Chronographia, р. 286. Cf. PATOURA, Συμβολή ... рр. 349-350. 

54 Χρόνου δὲ σφίσιν ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ προσεδρείᾳ τριβομένου συχνοῦ ἤσχαλλόν τε οἱ στρατιῶται 
καὶ δεινὰ ἐποιοῦντο, τοῖς στρατηγοῖς ἐπικαλοῦντες, ὅτι δὴ αὐτοὶ τὰ ἐπιτήδεια ξύμπαντα εὔπορα 
ἔχοντες ἅτε τοῦ Ῥωμαίων στρατοῦ ἄρχοντες τοὺς στρατιώτας περιορῶσι τῶν ἀναγκαίων τῇ 
ἀπορίᾳ πιεζομένους καὶ οὐ βούλονται τοῖς πολεμίοις ἐς χεῖρας ἰέναι. (Procopius H, Bella VII, 
40, p. 482). 

55 Agathias 5, 24-25, p. 196; Procopius II, Bella VIII, 18, 25, pp. 583, 624-625. 


56 Sur ce sujet: S. PATOURA, H βυζαντινὴ αὐτοκρατορία καὶ οἱ λαοὶ τοῦ Κάτω Δούναβη. 
Συμβολὴ στὴ µελέτη τῶν ἐμπορικῶν τους σχέσεων (406-506 ai.): Φιλολογικὲς πηγές, Σύμμεικτα 
5 (1983) pp. 332-359. 

57 Ἤ δόλοις ñ ἐφόδοις ñ λιμῷ τοὺς πολεμίους βλάπτειν καλόν: οὐχὶ πάντως πρὸς πόλεμον 
ἐκκαλεῖσθαι δημόσιον ἔνθα πλέον τῆς τύχης À τῆς ἀνδρείας ἐστὶν ἡ ἐπίδειξις (G. T. DENNIS - 
G. GAMILLSCHEG, Das Strategikon des Maurikios (= CFHB 17), Wien 1981, p. 278). 

55... διὰ τέχνης καὶ φρονημάτων στρατηγικῶν ... κατορθοῦται ὁ πόλεμος .. ἤγουν Öl 
ἐγκρυμμάτων ... καὶ di αἰφνιδιασμοῦ ... ἵνα ἀπατᾷς τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὥστε χωρίς δημοσίου πολέμου 
κατορθῶσαι τὴν νίκην κατ αὐτῶν ..., οἱ plus loin: Τοῦτο γὰρ ἐστὶ καὶ σωτήριον καὶ πάνυ 
ἀναγκαῖον, ἵνα διὰ τῆς σῆς συνέσεως καὶ φρονήσεως καὶ ἀνδρείας καὶ τέχνης νικᾷς τοὺς 
ἐχθρούς (Léon le Sage, Taktika, P.G. 107, col 806 et 808). Cf. A. ΤΟΥΝΒΕΕ, Constantine 
Porphyrogenitus and his World, London 1973, pp. 290-291. 85 


Enfin, le succés ou l'échec d'une politique est jugé toujours par son résultat. Au cas du 
Danube, le résultat de la politique de Justinien, fut sans doute positif. Malgré les cris sou- 
vent justifiés des chroniqueurs de l'époque, à propos des incidences pénibles des invasions 
barbares à la campagne,?? à la fin du règne de Justinien, la frontière du Danube demeurait 
la frontière de l'Empire Romain d’ Orient, dont les possessions étaient étendues au-delà du 
Danube, par la récupération ou la construction de nouveau des forteresses - tétes de pont, 
sur la rive gauche du fleuve.®! De l'autre côté, les grandes villes et les centres militaires à 
l'intérieur de l'Illyrie et de la Thrace, sont restés presqu’intacts, 2 par opposition à ce qui se 
passait au Vème si&cle®3 et pendant les dernières décennies du VIšme 64 lorsque, selon les 
témoignages des sources contemporaines, toute une chaine de grands centres illustres - 
urbains et militaires - fut atteinte par les invasions terribles des Huns et des Avars. 


59  PATOURA, Συµβολή..., pp. 336-342. 


60 ΤΕΜΕΕΙΕ, ор. cit., p. 286; D. OBOLENSKY, The Byzantine Commonwealth, Eastern Europe 500- 
1453, London 1971, p. 48. 


61 Cum igitur in praesenti deo auctore ita nostra respublica aucta est, ut utraque ripa Danubii iam 
nostris civitatibus frequentaretur, et tam Viminacium quam Recidiva et Litterata quae trans Danubium 
sunt, nostrae iterum dicioni subactrae sint ... (Novella XI, Corpus Juris Civilis III, ed. R. SCHOELL - 
а. KnoLL, Dublin - Zürich 1972, p. 94); S. PATOURA-HATZOPOULOS, L'oeuvre de reconstitution du 
limes danubien à l'époque de l'empereur Justinien Fr, Rev. des Et. Sud-Est Europ. 18, 1 (1980) 
pp. 106-107. 
62 Sur ce sujet voir: V. BESEVLIEV, Les cités antiques en Mésie et en Thrace et leur sort à l'époque 
du haut Moyen-Age, Et. Balk. 5 (1966) p. 212; V. VELKov, Cities in Thrace and Dacia in Late 
Antiquity (Studies and Materials), Amsterdam 1977, pp. 85-133. 
63 Priscus, pp. 123-124, 132-133, 135, 145-146, 575-579; Marcellinus Comes, Chronicon, pp. 80-2 
et Theophanis, Chronographia, pp. 102-103. Cf. O. MAENCHEN-HELFEN, Die Welt der Hunnen, Wien 
1978, pp. 85-93 et V. BESEVLIEV, Die protobulgarische Periode der bulgarischen Geschichte, 
Amsterdam 1981, pp. 54-55. 
64 Theoph. Simocattae, Historiae 1, 3-4, 8; П 15, pp. 46-47, 54-55, 101; Theophanis, Chronographia 
86 рр. 252-253, 257-258; S. PATOURA, Συμβολή... p. 345. 


About Lacus Mursianus (Jordanes, Getica, 30 and 35) 


Alexandru MADGEARU (Bucharest) 


In a passage of his Getica, Jordanes speaks about the peoples settled in the large area 
designed by him as Scythia. The order of the enumeration is from west to east, beginning 
with the Gepids (settled in Dacia, south and east of the river Tisa). The next people after the 
Gepids are the Slavs (Venethi), divided in two groups: the Sclaveni and the Antae. The lat- 
ter are precisely located between Danaster and Danaper,' but the placement of the Sclaveni 
is less clear. Jordanes said that Sclaveni a civitate Novietunense et laco qui appellatur Mur- 
siano usque ad Danastrum et in boream Viscla tenus commorantur.2 The same lake 
Mursianus is mentioned also into a previous chapter about Scythia: Scythia si quidem 
Germaniae terrae confines eo tenus, ubi Ister oritur amnis vel stagnus dilatatur Morsianus, 
tendens usque ad fluvium Tyram, Danastrum et Vagosolam.? 

The location of the lake Mursianus was very disputed during the last two centuries. 
This problem has a great importance because its solution is able to help us to know which 
was the extension of the territory settled by the Sclaveni in mid sixth century. 

The lake Mursianus is not attested by other sources. The various manuscripts of Getica 
are giving also other forms of the name: Morsianus, Musianum, Morsiamon, Musiano, 
Musianus.* 

The single guide-mark about the location of the lake Mursianus is its neighbourhood 
with the town Novietunum, but this circumstance is not very helpful because there are 
known several towns named Novietunum or Noviodunum. 

The geographer F. TAUBE supposed in 1778 that the lake Mursianus could be identified 
with the marshes placed at the mouth of Drava, near the city of Mursa (today, Osijek). This 
hypothesis was accepted by many researchers.> 

These marshes are known only as Ulca or Hiulca, but it was supposed that this name 
was replaced in the sixth century by another one, derived from that of the neighbouring 
city. We should observe that the ancient name was preserved until now (Vuka). Therefore, 


1 Jordanes, Getica, У. 33-34, ed. Th. MOMMSEN, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Auctores 
Antiquissimi, vol V/1, Berolini 1882. 


2 Ibidem, V. 35. 


3 Ibidem, V. 30. Here, Danaster is a mistaken form for Danaprum (Tyras is another name of 
Nistru/Dnester). 


4 See the edition quoted above, p. 61, 63. 


5 For 19th century historiography, see L. HAUPTMANN, Les rapports des Byzantins avec les Slaves 
et les Avars pendant la séconde moitié du VIE siècle, Byzantion 4 (1927-1928), p. 139. See also: M. 
FLuss, Lacus Mursianus, in: RE, vol. 16 (1935) col. 678-679; Н. LOwMIANSKI, Lacus Mursianus, 
in: Opuscula Casimiro Tymieniecki septuagenario dedicata, Ῥοζπαή 1959, pp. 211-224; A. 
AVENARIUS, Die Awaren in Europa, Bratislava 1974, p. 19-20; W.PoHL, Die Awaren, München 
1988, p. 97. 
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the replacement of the name Ulca with Mursianus is not proved. On the other hand, the 
nearest town named Noviodunum was at Drnovo (Slovenia), on the river Sava, in the former 
province of Savia. Several historians identified this town with the civitas Novietunense of 
Jordanes, but the distance between the two points is too long (over 250 km.). Other authors 
proposed the identification of Mursianus with the lakes Balaton or Neusiedl 8 but these ones 
are also too far from Drnovo. 

Many researchers accepted the points of view presented above perhaps because those 
locations would be suitable if Mursianus was indeed a point near the limit between Scythia 
and Germania. 

We think that the problem could be resolved if we try to understand the chapter 30 in 
another way. The extension of Scythia as far as to the sources of the Danube is impossible. 
L. HAUPTMANN supposed a mistake in the proposition about Ister: orditur instead of oritur.? 
If we accept this idea, the text could be interpreted in this way: "Scythia begins in the point 
where begins the river Ister". It is known that the ancient geographers divided the river in 
two parts: Danubius and Ister. The point where the name Danubius is replaced by Ister had 
different locations in the ancient geographical writings. For instance, at Sirmium or at the 
Iron Gates.!° An unusual location is given by an anonymous work dated at the beginning of 
the 6th century, Hypotyposis geographias: ὁ Ἴστρος, ὃν μέχρι Νουιοδούνον πὀλεως 
Δάνουβιν καλοῦσιν (“... The river Ister, that is named Danubius up to the city of 
Noviodunum”).!! 

We suppose that Jordanes made a confusion between two conceptions about the point 
where the name /ѕгег replaces the name Danubius. The first is the usual one: Sirmium or the 
Iron Gates; this point could be also considered as a limit betwen Scythia and Germania, 
because the Gepidae are placed in the western part of Scythia. The second point is 
Noviodunum, mentioned by the anonymous geography quoted above. In this way, the point 
near Noviodunum was mixed up with the limit between Scythia and Germania and the lake 
Mursianus was erroneously located in both this points. 

The position of the lake Mursianus depends on the location of the town Noviodunum. 
The identifying with Drnovo is impossible because this town was not placed near the limit 
of Scythia and it was also too far from any lake that could be identified with Mursianus. In 
this case, we think that the text of Jordanes contains a reference to the city of Noviodunum 
in Dobrudja (the present day Isaccea).This point of view is not a new one. It was sustained 
by several historians and geographers, like Р. J. SArARfK (1828), К. Zeuss (1837), J. 
KULAKOVSKU (1905), L. NIEDERLE (1923), L. HAUPTMANN (1928), D. G. TEODOR (1978), 
W. Рон. (1988), H. DrrrEN (1989).12 


6 М. FLuss, Lacus Mursianus, col 678-679. 


7 See footnote 5. 

8 Т, NIEDERLE, Manuel de l'antiquité slave, L Paris 1923, p. 47; E. C. SKRZINSKAJA, О Sklavenakh 
i Antakh, o Mursianskom Ozere i o gorode Novietune, Viz. Vrem. 12 (1957) 3-30. 

9 L. HAUPTMANN, Les rapports..., p. 138, footnote 2. This idea was previous expressed by CLoss 
(1866) and К. MÜLLENHOFF (1887) and was later accepted also by Н. LOWMIANSKI, Lacus 
Mursianus, p. 213 and A. AVENARIUS, Die Awaren..., p. 20. 

10 See В. BRANDIS, Danuvius, in: ВЕ, vol. 4 (1901) col. 2107. 

П [bidem; L. HAUPTMANN, Les rapports..., р. 140. The passage is published іп C. MÜLLER, 
Geographi Graeci Minores, II, Paris 1861, p. 496. 

1? See L. HAUPTMANN, Les rapports..., p. 139 for previous authors; D. G. TEODOR, Teritoriul est- 
carpatic in veacurile V-XI en, Iaşi 1978, р. 35; W. Pom, Die Awaren..., p. 97; H. DITTEN, Zur 


On the basis of the similarity betwen -myris and murs-, some of the historians listed 
above thought that Mursianus was another name of the lake Halmyris (today, Razelm).We 
do not agree with this hypothesis, because it seems impossible to admit the existence of a 
Slavic settlement inside the province of Scythia in the middle of the 6th century.!? There are 
instead two other possibilities: the lakes of southern Moldavia (Brates, Cahul, Ialpug, 
Cotlabug), or the marshes placed at the confluence Buzäu-Siret-Dunäre. The latter was pro- 
posed Бу L. НАОРТМАМА.! It is more probable that Jordanes used the name Mursianus for 
the whole group of lakes and marshes placed betwen Isaccea and the bend of Danube near 
Galati,!? because all of them could be considered as a single big lake. 

The name Mursianus seems to be of Celtic origin. (The name of the Pannonian city 
Mursa is Celtic). If we are right, the name Mursianus belongs to a group of Celtic place- 
names located in the neighbourhood: Arrubium (Mácin), Noviodunum (Isaccea), Aliobrix 
(Orlovka). 

The interpretation expressed above removes a contradiction between the literary source 
and the archaeological evidence. If we suppose that the lake Mursianus was near Drnovo, 
than we should admit that Pannonia was already inhabited by the Sclaveni in mid-sixth cen- 
tury. This fact is contradicted by the archaeological researches. The Slavs settled Pannonia 
only after the Ανατ migration of 567.16 

Our point of view is that Jordanes established the western limit of the Sclavinian terri- 
tory in southern Moldavia, in the region of the lakes placed between Galati and Isaccea. This 
location fits very well with the archaeological evidence for the middle of the sixth century.17 
On the other hand, the text of Jordanes agrees with Procopius who, in the same time, said 
that the Sclaveni and the Antae “are lying beyond the Hister, not too far from the bank”.18 


Frage des Siedlungsgebietes der Slawen in der Antike (1-6 Jh.) nachden schrifilichen Quellen, Klio 
71 (1989) 1, p. 208. 

13 The passage from Procopius, De Aedificiis, IV. 7. 17-18 concerns only with some inroads and 
skirmishes made by the Slavs in the wooden region near Ulmetum in central Dobrudja. See G. 
CANKOVA-PETKOVA, L’etablissement des Slaves et des Protobulgares en Bulgarie du Nord-Est 
actuelle et le sort de certaines villes riveraines du Danube, Études historiques 5 (1970) p. 220 for 
the right translation of the passage. 

14 L. HAUPTMANN, Les rapports..., р. 141. See also D. G. TEODOR, Teritoriul..., p. 35; idem, Slavii 
la nordul Dunárii de Jos ín secolele VI-VII d.H., Arheologia Moldovei 17 (1994) p. 224-225. 

15 About the hydrological and geological evolution of this sector of the Danube during the last two 
millenia, see M. ΒΟΤΖΑΝ, Pour localiser Vicina: histoire et milieu géographique, Rev. des Et. Sud- 
Est Europ. 30 (1992) 1-2, p. 61-73. 

16 See К. GopLowski, Das Aufhören der germanischen Kulturen an der mittleren Donau und das 
Problem des Vordringens der Slawen, in: Die Völker an der mittleren und unteren Donau im fün- 
ften und sechsten Jh. (Denkschriften der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-Hist. 
Klasse, 145) 1980, p. 231-232. 

17 About the sixth century Slavic settlements in Moldavia see now the most recent study of D. С. 
TEODOR, Slavii..., p. 227-231. 


18 Procopius, Bell. Goth., 1. 27. 2. 
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The Formation of Byzantine Family Names 
in the Ninth and Tenth Centuries' 


+ Alexander P. KAZHDAN (Dumbarton Oaks) 


Notably enough too here as elsewhere, 
wilt thou find the potency of Names. 
Thomas Carlyle, Sartor Resartus 


I will start with an observation that seems strange and unexpected. The names of Byzantine 
dynasties can be divided into two chronologically distinct series. The founders of the earli- 
er dynasties bear surnames of “geographical” origin: Isaurian, Amorian, Macedonian, 
whereas from the eleventh century on, all the dynasties have names of lineage: the Doukai, 
Komnenoi, Angeloi, Laskarids, Palaiologoi, Kantakouzenoi. The founder of the short-lived 
dynasty of Romanos I and his sons (920-45) was called Lakapenos in the chronicle of the 
late eleventh century (Skyl., p. 191.6, 204.18), whereas in its source, the chronicle of 
Symeon Logothete, we read instead “Romanos who later became emperor,”? no second 
name being mentioned. Nor does Constantine Porphyrogenitus apply this name to him in the 
treatise De administrando imperio in which Romanos I is referred to 25 times. The hagio- 
graphical data-base of Dumbarton Oaks includes sundry saints' vitae and similar texts (the 
vitae of Michael Maleinos, Mary the Younger, Nikephoros of Miletos, Luke of Stiris, 
Theodore of Kythera and the vision of Kosmas the Monk; to this list the vita of Basil the 
Younger can be added) which introduce Romanos as basileus or the Elder but never as 
Lekapenos; he appears as Romanos the Elder in both early vitae of Athanasios of Athos 
written at the beginning of the eleventh century.? We may assume that the family name was 
given to this lineage a posteriori. Theophylaktos, Romanos’ father, bore another “addition- 
al” (M. McCorMick’s term) name, Abastaktos or Abaktistos,4 and in the so-called 
Continuation of George the Monk (ed. ISTRIN 2: 48.7) the lemma to the chapter on Romanos 
dubs the emperor Romanos Abastaktos. 

Thus we may state that by the eleventh century, possibly in the tenth, a shift in the des- 
ignation of Byzantine dynasties took place that probably reflected certain changes in social 
reality or at least in social perceptions. We shall come to a similar conclusion through the 
study of the names of literati, a professional group in Byzantium on which we have a rela- 
tively large amount of data. To the best of my knowledge, not a single Byzantine writer of 
the eighth and ninth centuries had a family ("additional") name: we know them by their first 


1 This paper was presented to a conference at Treilles, France, in June 1996. I am extremely grateful 


to Dr Alice-Mary TALBOT for her critical reading the manuscript of this article. 

2 Leo Grammaticus, Chronographia, ed. I. BEKKER, Bonn 1842, 285.3 & 296.5; Theophanes 
Continuatus, ed. I. BEKKER, Bonn 1838, 377.2 & 390.1, 715.9 & 724.13, 870.15 & 882.3; V. M. 
ISTRIN, Knigy vremen'nyja i obraznyja Georgija Mnikha 2, Petrograd 1922, repr. Munich 1972, 37.6- 
7 & 44.3. On the etymology of the name Lekapenos (produced from a toponym) see H. GRÉGOIRE, 
Notices, Byzantion 8 (1933) 572-74. 

3 Vitae duae antiquae sancti Athanasii Athonitae, ed. J. Noper, Turnhout 1982, vita A, par. 10.12; 
vita B, par. 4.13-14. 

4 J. L. van DIETEN in Reallexikon der Byzantinistik I, 2 (1969) 1f. 


(and only) names supplemented by the indication of office or episcopal see (Andrew of 
Crete, Ignatios the Deacon, John the Grammarian, George the Monk and so forth). Even the 
majority of the tenth-century authors bear no family names: Arethas of Caesarea, 
Constantine of Rhodes, Symeon the Logothete, Leo the Deacon to name a few. Some cases 
seem to contradict this observation. Thus scholars usually give the name Joseph Genesios 
to the writer who allegedly composed in the mid-tenth century the so-called Book of Kings; 
the only manuscript (preserved in Leipzig) of this chronicle, however, has no title, the name 
ΓΕΝΕΣΙΟΥ having been inserted by a much later hand.5 John Kaminiates, the historian of 
the Arab capture of Thessalonike in 904, is a questionable figure despite all attempts to 
argue that he really was a survivor of the Arab attack. The scoffing surname of Leo Choi- 
rosphaktes— was it truly a family name? In the lemmata to his letters and verses he appears 
as Leo the magistros, and the name "the slaughterer of swine" (Choirosphaktes or Choiros- 
phages) was given him by his adversaries. “Leo whom people called Choirosphaktes," 
speaks of him the сһгопісІег. The word started as a sobriquet but later became a family 
name. Remain Theodore Daphnopates, a politician and literatus at the court of Constantine 
VII, and John Kyriotes (a name derived from the district tou Kyrou where he dwelt?) or 
Geometer, poet at the end of the century. The picture is absolutely different in the eleventh 
century when such family names as Psellos, Attaleiates, Xiphilinos, Skylitzes, Doxopatres 
are well attested. 

The case of emperors and literati could be accidental. I will endeavor now to extend the 
quantitative analysis of Byzantine family names on the basis of broader information. Let us 
begin with sigillography. It has been noticed that patronymics, which were extremely rare 
on molybdobulls of the eighth through tenth century, became habitual on the seals of the 
eleventh and twelfth centuries.? The data based on the Vatican collection of seals!? show the 
following distribution of family names in the legends: 


Molybdobulls without patronymics 


8th and 9th centuries 28 
9-10 centuries 5 
10th century 5 
10th-11th centuries 5 
11th century 11 
11th-12th centuries 2 
12th century none 
12th-13th centuries none 


5 See lately A. LESMULLER-WERNER, Byzanz am Vorabend neuer Grósse, Vienna 1989, 13. 


$ A. KAZHDAN, Some Questions Addressed to the Scholars who Believe in the Authenticity of 
Kaminiates’ “Capture of Thessalonica ", Byz. Zeitschr. 71 (1978) 301-14. 

7 See examples in С. KoLIAS, Léon Choerosphactés, magistre, proconsul et patrice, Athens 1939, 16, 
n. 2. З 

8 Leo Gram., p. 290.15-16; ТАС, p. 384.5, 720.18, 876.13; IsrRIN, Knigy 2: 40.34. 

? A. KAZHDAN, Ob aristokratizacii vizantijskogo obshchestva VII-XII vv., Zbornik rad. Vizant. inst. 
11 (1968) 52f., cf. my Social’nyj sostav gospodstvujushchego klassa Vizantii XI-XII vv., Moscow 
1974, 223-25. See now P. STEPHENSON, A Development in Nomenclature on the Seals of the 
Byzantine Provincial Aristocracy in the Late Tenth Century, REB 52 (1994) 187f. 


10 V. LAURENT, Les sceaux byzantins du Médailler Vatican, Vatican 1962. 
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Molybdobulls with patronymics 


8th and 9th centuries 1 
91-10% centuries попе 
10th century попе 
10th-11th centuries 1 
1141 century 18 
114-1210 centuries 3 
12th century 10 
12th-13th centuries 2 


The Orghidan collection!? presents the following pattern: 


Molybdobulls without patronymics 


8th and 9th centuries 63 
9th-10th centuries 15 
10th century 32 
10th-11th centuries 49 
11th century 17 
11th-12th centuries 16 
12th century 11 
12th-13th centuries none 


Molybdobulls with patronymics 


8th-9th centuries 113 
9th-10th centuries none 
10th century 2 
10th-11th centuries 5 
11th century 40 
11th-12th centuries 24 
12th century 41 
12th-13th centuries 1 


In order to check these data collected in my book of 1974 I will summarize now the 
data collected in the second volume of LAURENT’s corpus of seals.!4 The volume contains 
primarily the seals of the civil aristocracy, including only a few military offices. Probably, 
this principle of selection explains a slightly different distribution of molybdobulls: a dimin- 
ished number of twelfth-century seals in comparison with those of the eleventh century and 
a relatively high number of eleventh-century seals without patronymics. 


1! Tn fact, it is (no. 185) a sobriquet rather than a family name. 

12 V, LAURENT, Documents de sigillographie byzantine. La collection C. Orghidan, Paris 1952. 
13 The patronymic only (по. 238)— but is it really a patronymic? 

14 V, LAURENT, Le corpus des sceaux de l'Empire byzantin 2, Paris 1981. 





Molybdobulls without patronymics 


8th and 9th centuries 
9th-10th centuries 
1Oth century 
10th-11th centuries 
11th century 
11th-12th centuries 
12th century 
12th-13th centuries 


299 


Molybdobulls with patronymics 


8th and 9th centuries 
9th-10th centuries 
10th century 
10th-11th centuries 
11th century 
11th-12th centuries 
12th century 
12th-13th centuries 


none 
115 


Finally, three recently published volumes of the Dumbarton Oaks seal collection!® pre- 
sent a similar pattern, although not without a deviation that can be explained by two factors: 
8) the volumes contain exclusively the molybdobulls of provincial officials and b) the pub- 
lication encompasses both secular and ecclesiastical functionaries; for instance, all the seals 
of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries without patronymics belong to ecclesiastics (bishops). 


Molybdobulls without patronymics 


8th and 9th centuries 
9th-10th centuries 
1Oth century 
10th-11th centuries 
11th century 
11th-12th centuries 
12th century 
12th-13th centuries 


400 
94 
198 
118 
255 
3417 
41 

7 


15 The seal is that of Galenos, whose dating seems questionable. 
161. NESBITT - N. OIKONOMIDES, Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg 


Museum of Art, 1-3, Washington 1991-96. 


17 All molybdobulls of this group, except for one (Michael, praetor of the Peloponnese), are episco- 
pal, as well as those of the two succeeding groups. 
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Molybdobulls with patronymics 


9th-10th centuries 118 
10th century 119 
10th-11th centuries 12 
11th century 9220 
11th-12th centuries 14 
12th century 921 


Despite insignificant differences in the composition of the tables, the main conclusion 
remains the same: whereas the seals with additional names are exceptional in the ninth and 
even tenth centuries,?? those of the eleventh and twelfth centuries commonly include them; 
at the same time the ratio of molybdobulls without patronymics sharply diminishes in the 
eleventh and twelfth centuries. According to the sigillographical data, the mass formation of 
family names is a phenomenon of circa the l'an mil. 

Narrative sources support this observation .2? In toto, describing the events of the eighth 
(from the reign of Leo III on) through the beginning of the ninth century (p. 391-503), 
Theophanes names 97 persons without a second name, and only 22 individuals appear in 
this part of the Chronography with an additional name (surname). Quite a different ratio 
between the two categories emerges in the work of the late twelfth-century author Niketas 
Choniates: in his Chronographical Tale, on the contrary, only 23 names are not followed by 
the surname; some of these people are unquestionably of noble descent, whose family 
names are known from other sources, such as the sebastokrator John (from the kin of the 
Angeloi) or Alexios [Axouch]; it means that the factual number of men "without family 
names" must be even lower. Certain members of this class are foreigners, such as the 
“Scythian” Elpoumis, or eunuchs. At the same time, 105 people are specified in Choniates 
by double names, and their surnames are not individual sobriquets but solidly established 
names of lineages, so that many of them are applied as the qualification of varied men and 
women of the same kin or family. 

The same difference emerges by comparing the epistolographic evidence of the ninth 
and twelfth centuries. Theodore of Stoudios?* usually addressed his correspondents by their 
Christian names, sometimes supplemented by title or office (secular or ecclesiastical); addi- 
tional names are extremely rare. Thus ep. 163 was sent to the klerikos Gregory, probably the 


18 The owner of the seal is Leo Toxeas (“Bowman”) - the word is an epithet rather than a family 
name. 

19 The molybdobull bears the name of Sisinnios Неха[Кіопіќеѕ], strategos of the Peloponnese. 

20 [ include in this category bearers of such additional names as of Kataphloron or ho tou Serbiotou. 
?! Eight owners are ecclesiastics and only one layman. 

22 According to J. NESBITT, Double Names on Early Byzantine Lead Seals, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 
31 (1977) 118f., belonging to a family was expressed on early molybdobulls primarily through the 
formula “son of". 


23 See E. PATLAGEAN, Les débuts d'une aristocratie byzantine et le témoignage de l'historiographie: 
systeme des noms et liens de parenté aux IX*-X* siècles, in: The Byzantine Aristocracy IX-XIII 
Centuries, ed. M. ANGOLD, Oxford 1984, 23. 


?4 Theodori Studitae epistulae, ed. G. FATOUROS, Berlin - New York 1992. 


same man who in ep. 112.32-33 is characterized as "the marvellous klerikos Gregory, 
ἐπίκλην Kentrokoukouros”; the name of *Kentrokoukouros", otherwise unknown, is here 
evidently a sobriquet.?? In the same letter (ep. 112.32), a certain Peximenites (possibly 
Paxamenites, from παξαμᾶς biscuit") is mentioned—it is unclear whether this designation 
is a real name or a personal sobriquet. Another letter (ep. 48.55-56) refers to the bishop (of 
Cherson?) Leo, τὸ ἐπίκλην Balelades, that FATOUROS (I: 191", n 171) interprets as a 
Spitzname, originating from the phrase “put [more] oil". Litoios, addressed in many mis- 
sives (see FATOUROS' index, p. 982), is an unclear case: the appellation (non-Greek?) 
appears alone, without any baptismal name. One possible family name might have been 
Mithanes: epp. 260 and 261 were dispatched to George Mithanes and Pardos Mithanes 
respectively, and we might consider them as brothers or, at least, relatives; FATOUROS, how- 
ever, writes the initial letter of the word in lower case and construes µιθανής as a profession, 
Leinenhándler (vol. I: 307*f.). Thus there is no secure family name in Theodore of Stoudios. 
Conversely, the collection of letters of the twelfth-century writer Michael Italikos26 has a 
different character: of 45 missives, 25 give double names for the addressees and only six are 
addressed to men characterized by a single name; at least two of these names (Pantechnes 
and Lizix) are definitely last names, as probably are Tziknoglos, Leipsiotes and 
Batheopoulos. The difference between the eighth and ninth centuries, on the one hand, and 
the twelfth century, on the other, is striking. 

F. WINKELMANN, however, asserts that in many cases (“eine Anzahl") “a nomen gen- 
tile was established or was in the making" already in the eighth and ninth centuries,?7 and 
he lists approximately 140 various “names” (Beinamen) gathered from narrative and sig- 
illographic sources.?? Were all these Beinamen actual family names? 

Direct errors in his list are very few, one of which is the interpretation of the vita of 
Philaretos the Merciful. The father of the saint is introduced in a version of the saint's vita 
as George Φερώνυμος, that WINKELMANN understands as a Beiname?? which allegedly indi- 
cated that the man's name was modelled on St. George. The adjective pheronymos, *named 
after," is neither a family name nor a sobriquet: the word is commonly used in hagiograph- 
ical texts to emphasize the literal meaning of a name (as Eusebios being pious in accordance 
with his name, and so on). In this passage, Niketas of Amnia, Philaretos’ hagiographer, con- 
nected the name of George with his “peasant” profession. The father's name was apposed 
not to the name of St. George but to agriculture (γεωργία) that was the man's vocation. 
Another strained interpretation is a certain Niketas’ name “von Tarsos, "9? that is a defini- 
tion of origin, not an additional name. 

The main cause of WINKELMANN’S “prosopographical surplus" is his failure to distin- 
guish between real family names and individual sobriquets. In some cases narrative sources 


25 The demotic word κούκουρον meant “quiver”, see The Chronicle of Morea, ed. J. SCHMITT, London 
1904, repr. Groningen 1967, 332.5062, and comments on p. 610. 


?6 Michel Italikos, Lettres et discours, ed. P. GAUTIER, Paris 1972. 


?7 F. WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien zur herrschenden Klasse von Byzanz im 8. und 9. Jahrhundert, 
Berlin 1987, 147. 


?8 WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 146-80. 


?9 M. H. Fourmy - M. Leroy, La vie de s. Philaréte, Byzantion 9 (1934) 113.6. See WINKELMANN, 
Quellenstudien, p. 149f. 


30 WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 176. 
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demostrate that the additional name is an individual epithet attached to a person in accor- 
dance with his moral or physical qualities. Thus the Continuator of Theophanes narrates that 
the patrikios Himerios was called Choiros (“swine”) “due to the rudeness (or wildness) of 
his countenance” (ThC, p. 172.15-16); the idea is developed in the biography of Basil I, in 
which the author (allegedly Constantine VII, but possibly a member of his entourage) adds 
that the man deserved such appellation (πρόσρησις) because of his swinish and dirty way of 
life (VBas, p. 253.17-19).3! An episode in the so-called chronicle of the Logothete shows 
the process of creating a sobriquet. A certain physician recommended a robust and coura- 
geous man, Basil by name (the future founder of the Macedonian dynasty), to Theophilitzes, 
a courtier of Michael III, who was looking for someone to take care of his horses. The man 
was brought in. He looked youthful?? and had a large head. Theophilitzes, says the chroni- 
cler, nicknamed the man Kephalas ("Having a Huge Head") and put him in charge of his 
stables (p. 234.9-16). Basil's nickname did not develop, however, into a family name. The 
reading “Basil Keph[alas]" on a seal published by B. PANCHENKO is questionable? (as well 
as its dating in the eighth century); the lineage of the Kephalas is well known in later cen- 
turies but they had no relation to the founder of the Macedonian dynasty. 

In the written texts of the ninth century (and sometimes earlier) we meet special “deter- 
miners" modifying the character of additional names as sobriquets. Thus the anonymous 
author of the late-seventh-century Miracles of St. Artemios used the expression τὸ 
ἐπίκλην.74 In the ninth century it appears regularly. Photios sent a letter to the proto- 
spatharios and protonotarios of the dromos John τὸ ἐπίκλην Chrysocheres.?5 Several times 
the patriarch Nikephoros employs additional names, using in each case this formula in order 
to emphasize that the name is a sobriquet: we have in his “Condensed History" (ed. C. 
MANGo, Washington D. С. 1990) nine cases in which the determiner is [τὸ] ἐπίκλην (par. 
20.10-11, 34.25, 45.93, 48.5 & 9, 55.5-6, 57.3, 9 & 13), and in one case Nikephoros says 
plainly: "Theophanes whom [they] called Monotios" (par. 64.28). Theophanes, who is usu- 
ally thought to have perused the same sources (“dossier”) as Nikephoros, sometimes applied 
the same expression describing the same men (p. 355.16, 380.12, 383.11-12, 400.26-27) but 
in other cases omitted it speaking, for instance, of the patrikios Theodore Myakios (p. 
383.13), Gregory Onomagoulos (p. 398.10), or the archon of the Walls Niketas Anthrax (p. 
401.1).36 By so doing Theophanes was transforming the sobriquet into a family name. 

His contemporary, Stephen the Deacon, the hagiographer of Stephen the Younger, also 
uses the expression τὸ ἐπίκλην: he mentions the governor of Crete surnamed Lardotyros? 


31 Op him see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 83, 173. 


32 The chronicler employs a non-classical adjective ἐπιάγουρος. Eustathios of Thessalonike, com- 
menting on Odyssey 15: 472 (vol. II: 1788.56), speaks of the term ἄγουρος, designating a young man, 
as used in Thrace and in Attica. If the word is actually Thracian in could be a hint of Basil's 
Thracian/Macedonian origin. 

33 WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 158. 

34 A. I. PAPADOPULOS-KERAMEUS, Varia graeca sacra, St. Petersburg 1909, 61.30. 

35 Photius, Epistulae et Amphilochia, ed. B. LAOURDAS - L. G. WESTERINK, Leipzig 1983-88, ep. 134. 
Ep. 33 is addressed to John Chrysocheres. Chrysocheres appears as a single name of a strategos in 
Theophanes (p. 468.27). 


36 On Onomagoulos and Anthrax, see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 148. 
37 On him WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 149. 


(“Pork and Cheese" —PG 100: 1164B), Constantine V's servant George surnamed Synkle- 
tous (col. 1132D), and a certain man surnamed Philomates (col. 1176C). The same expres- 
sion ἐπίκλην appears as well in the vita of Stephen the Sabaite (AASS July III: 528A) that 
mentions the church of a certain Sergios surnamed Maxillatou. We meet John, metropolitan 
of Chalcedon, ἐπίκλην Kamoulianos?5 in the ninth-century vita of Ioannikios written by 
Sabas (AASS Nov. II, 1: 357B), Basil surnamed Pezos in the vita of Peter of Atroa.39 

Indicative is a passage in the chronicle of Theophanes borrowed from Theodore 
Anagnostes (ed. G. Ch. HANSEN, Berlin 1971, 140.12-13) who relates how a certain 
Timothy, priest and skeuophylax, a contemporary of the emperor Anastasios I, was appoint- 
ed bishop; "[they] called him," so Theodore, "Λιτροβούλβης” (“With Heavy Testicles"?) 
and Κήλων (“He-Ass or Stallion,” according to LIDDELL-SCOTT) [thus giving him] names fit- 
ting his actions." Theophanes probably did not understand the name Litroboulbes and 
spelled it Litroboules, that LAMPE, s.v., translates "dirty glutton;" what matters for our pur- 
pose, however, is not the loss of beta but the change of the verb ἐκάλουν into the expression 
we already know from Nikephoros and Theophanes himself — τὸ ἐπίκλην (Theoph., p. 
155.26-27). This expression appears also in the appellation of the late fifth-century patriarch 
of Alexandria Athanasios II, *surnamed Kelites" (p. 133.30), but primarily in the second 
half of the chronicle, from the seventh century on (p. 340.2, 365.25-26, 377.3-4 and 23-24, 
378.27, 379.18; see above other cases coinciding with Nikephoros). When thereafter 
Theophanes stops using the common source with Nikephoros, this expression seems to 
become less frequent; nevertheless, he speaks of the spatharios and droungarios of the vigla 
Alexios τὸ ἐπίκλην Mousoule{m} (p. 466.4-5), i.e. Mosele;*° the strategos of Anatolikon 
Bardanios surnamed Tourkos (p. 479.15-16); the spatharios Bardanios surnamed Anemas 
(p. 482.30); the patrikios Theodosios surnamed Salibaras (p. 486.2). In the short text con- 
ventionally called Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio, John ἐπίκλην Hylilas is mentioned.*! 

Stephen the Deacon suggests an explanation of the term ἐπίκλησις: the hagiographer 
says that he will omit the name (ὄνομα) of an evil official, but adds immediately that his sur- 
name or sobriquet (ἐπίκλησις) was draconic (PG 100: 1137B), to wit the functionary was 
nicknamed Serpent. The epiklesis, at least in this case, is linked with the man's personal 
character, not with his origin (lineage). 

Another determiner of sobriquet is the formula “so-called” expressed in Greek mostly 
by participles. Thus Photios addresses the spatharios Leo ἐπιλεγόμενος Drakon (ep. 29). 
Theophanes uses this formula as well. In the initial chapters of his Chronography the cases 
are rare: thus the historian mentions John named (ἐπιλεγόμενος) Kokkorobios (p. 227.9-10), 
lit. “Of the Seed of Vetch”, a contemporary of Justinian I, and Constantine λεγόμενος Lardos 
(p. 288.6-7), “Salted Meat", who lived under Maurice—the participle λεγόμενος is borrowed 
from Theophylaktos Simokatta (ed. Bonn., p. 331.7), who spells the sobriquet in a slightly 
different way, Lardys. In other cases Theophanes employs the participle ἐπιλεγόμενος (p. 
433.28-29, 445.29-30) and adverbial dative ὀνόματι (p. 431.23). 

The same and similar terms are used in contemporary hagiographical texts. In the vita 


38 On this patronymic, see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 155. 

39 V. LAURENT, La vie merveilleuse de s. Pierre d’Atroa, Brussels 1956, par. 6.20. 
40 On the family see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 155f. 

41 Scriptor incertus, ed. Е. IADEVAIA, Messina 1987, 61.304-5. 
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of Stephen the Younger, a man is characterized as λεγόμενος Lachanodrakon (see below). 
In the contemporary passion of the Twenty Sabaite monks compiled by Stephen the Sabaite 
(probably, identical with Stephen the Thaumaturge) the man “nicknamed (προσηγορίᾳ) 
Patrikios" is one of main heroes;?? later, Leontios of Damascus, the biographer of Stephen 
the Thaumaturge, narrated how another man of the same name came from Moab to visit the 
Lavra and was introduced to the saint who exclaimed: *No, you are not the master Patrikios" 
(AASS July III: 541D); he evidently considered Patrikios as a strictly individual appellation. 
In the ninth-century vita of Ioannikios produced by Peter, a similar term has the same mean- 
ing "nickname, sobriquet": Peter speaks of a certain Theodotos ἐπιλεγόμενος Sellokakos 
(AASS Nov. II, 1: 403B), “Bad in the Saddle” (?). 

The Scriptor incertus also uses similar determiners speaking of the logothete 
Constantine λεγόμενος tou Patzikou (p. 51.70-71) and Michael ἐπονομαζόμενος Rangabe (p. 
277.5-6). In the tenth century, the Continuator of Theophanes (p. 12.3) will describe him, 
without any hesitation, as originating from the kin (γενεά) of Rangabe.43 

Unlike the “so-called”-formula applied primarily for sobriquets, the clause with the 
preposition κατά (lit. *corresponding") often served to express family links as WINKELMANN 
demonstrated quoting Theophanes, Photios and several other writers:44 while David κατὰ 
τὸν Βήσηρ (Theoph., p. 438.12-13), Theophylaktos κατὰ τὸν Μαρινάκην (p. 438.16-17) 
and especially Christopher κατὰ τὸν πατρίκιον Ἱμέριον (p. 438.14-15) may have had per- 
sonal surnames, Photios' addressees Theodotos κατὰ τὸν Λαλακῶνας (ep. 147 & 151), 
John κατὰ τοὺς ᾿Αγγουρίους (ep. 50, 74, 87, 130), and possibly John κατὰ τὸν Δημόχαριν 
(ep. 49) belonged to the lineages of the Lalakon, Angourioi, and Demochares*> respective- 
ly. The karà-formula survived through the eleventh century.*6 

The etymology of additional names indicates that in many cases they were individual 
sobriquets. Some of them were mocking or scoffing names (nicknames) such as Choiros, 
Kephalas, Lardotyros, Sellokakos, Drakon and Lachanodrakon, Balelades, Kentrokou- 
kouros, Paxamenites mentioned above. To the same category belong epithets of several of 
Constantine V's supporters mentioned by Stephen the Deacon (col. 1140BC): Masaras 
Sarakenophron ("Ally of the Saracens”), Basil Trikakabos (“Three-Pot”, from κακκάβι 
“bowl”) and Sisinnios Pastilas; the first two are obviously nicknames, the last presents a 
more complicated case. The word could designate a meal (*salted")^? and be a sobriquet, 
but in the second half of the tenth century another man bore the same additional name, a 


42 A. PAPADOPULOS-KERAMEUS, Συλλογὴ Παλαιστινῆς καὶ Συριακῆς ἁγιολογίας, PPSb 19,3 (57) 
(1907) 20.25. 

43 On the etymology (Slavic?) of the name see H. GREGOIRE, Rangabé ou Forte-Main, Byzantion 9 
(1934) 793f. Theophylaktos, the son of Rangabe, is mentioned by Theophanes (p. 454.19). 

44 WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 151f. 

45 Another Demochares (as a single name) was an addressee of Ignatios the Deacon - M. GEDEON, 
Νέα βιβλιοθήκη ἐκκλησιαστικῶν συγγραφέων, Constantinople 1903, ep. 21-24. Cf. the tenth-centu- 
ry seal of a Demochares (also a single name) — NESBITT - OIKONOMIDES, Catalogue 2, no. 8.4. It is 
noteworthy that the Lalakons and Angourioi are presented in plural, whereas Demochares stays in 
singular. On Demochares, see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 137f. 

46 F. TINNEFELD, Michael I. Keroullarios, Patriarch von Konstantinopel, Jahrb. d. österr. Byz. 39 
(1989) 97. 


47 Cf. παστίλλιον, “Eingesalzenes” - Е. PREISIGKE, Wörterbuch der griechischen Papyrusurkunden 
98 2, Berlin 1927, 275. 


general Nikephoros Pastilas who perished during the expedition to Crete.48 We may have 
here a case of a sobriquet transformed into a patronymic. 

Theophanes also preserved several additional names having pejorative (mocking) 
aspect: the patrikios and logothete of the dromos Constantine called (ἐπωνόμασε) 
Podopagouros (p. 438.8-10), that is “With the Legs of a Crab,” or the patriarch Constantine 
(754-66) whom his successor Niketas called (ἐπωνομάσαντες) Skotiopsis (p. 441.18), that 
is “With a Dark Countenance." The surname Sarantapechos (“Of Forty Cubits”) early 
became the name of a kin;*? later it appeared in the classisized form of Tessarakontapechys. 
One of the most influential supporters of Constantine V, the strategos of Thrakesion 
Michael, is conferred the surname of Lachanodrakon (p. 440.27), *the Cabbage Serpent," or 
simply “Drakon” (p. 445.12). In the vita of Stephen the Younger, he is presented as 
λεγόμενος Lachanodrakon (PG 100: 1165AB); he is, in other passages, “Named after the 
Serpent" (col 1165A) or just “Drakon” (col. 1169B, 1172C)—like in Theophanes’ 
Chronography. 

Another group of personal sobriquets had a toponymical origin: in the Chronography 
of Theophanes we meet the eparch Daniel Sinopites (p. 384.2-3), from the town of Sinope; 
the eunuch Leo Sinopeus (p. 477.1-2), from the same town; the strategos of Thrace 
Theophylaktos Ikoniates (p. 438.13-14), from the town of Ikonion; Nicholas Hexakionites 
(p. 496.27-28), who is also dubbed Nicholas ἐν τῷ Ἡξακιονίῳ (p. 488.33). In the tenth cen- 
tury, the hagiographer of Paul of Latros speaks of men called (κατονομαζόµενοι) “of [the 
village of] Marykaton" (ΑΒ 11 [1892] 21.5-6)—does he infer that the name of the village 
was the source of their sobriquet or that they were simply addressed as the inhabitants of 
this village? 

Thus the additional names mentioned in the texts of the ninth century are primarily per- 
sonal sobriquets or sobriquets being transformed into patronymics. Very few of them are 
attached in the available sources to two or more persons. In the tenth century the situation 
seems to change. Let us start with the chronicler conventionally named Theophanes 
Continuatus, whose story is often based on the same sources as the narrative of his contem- 
porary “Сепеѕіоѕ”.50 The Continuator speaks about the spatharokandidatos Theodotos 
whose sobriquet (ἐπώνυμον) was Kassiteras and who belonged to the lineage of the 
Melissenoi, κατὰ τὸν Μελισσηνόν (ThC, p. 22.11-13); *Genesios" gives a similar infor- 
mation: “The son of the patrikios Michael, from the lineage (γένος) of Melissenoi, given the 
auspicious (εὔφημον) surname Kassiteras (“Tinker”)” (Genes., р. 8.65-67). A similar case is 
John κατὰ τὸν Ἑξαβούλιον (ThC, p. 17.6, 69.18-19), the formula rendered in “Genesios” 
as "from the lineage of the Hexaboulioi" (Genes. p. 4.47, cf. 31.57). The expression κατὰ 


48 See on him N. ADONTZ - M. CANARD, Quelques noms de personages byzantins dans une piéce du 
poéte arabe Abü Firás, Byzantion 11 (1936) 455f. His identification as B.t. dális in the poem by Abu 
Firas is incorrect (in fact, Greek Pardalis is meant). It is possible that Leo VI's general Paspalas (cor- 
rupted Pastilas?), taken captive by the Arabs (Leo Gram., p. 266.12), belonged to the same lineage. 


49 See the list of its members— WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 157. 


50 Theophanes Continuatus is cited in the Bonn edition, Genesios in that by A. LESMÜLLER and I. 
THURN, Berlin - New York 1978. Much has been written on the relation of these two authors, see the 
most recent articles: Ja. LJUBARSKU, Theophanes Continuatus und Genesios. Das Problem einer 
gemeinsamen Quelle, ByzSlav 48 (1987) 12-27; J. SIGNES CODONER, Algunas consideraciones sobre 
la autoria del Theophanes Continuatus, Erytheia 10 (1989) 17-28. 
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τὸν X (employed already by Theophanes and Photios) is here attached to a kin, and is in reg- 
ular use to designate the name of a lineage: Constantine kata ton Triphylion (ThC, p. 122.8) 
becomes Constantine Triphyllios in *Genesios" (p. 49.88); Constantine kata ton 
Kontomyten (ThC, p. 137.7-8) was a member of the Kontomytai family well known in the 
next centuries; in another passage the Continuator relates that the patrikios Constantine, 
strategos of Sicily, was the son-in-law of a Kontomytes who bequeathed to him the appel- 
lation (προσηγορία) of Kontomytes (p. 175.8-10). Constantine ὁ κατὰ Βαβούτζικον (p. 
175.2-3) was evidently a relative of Theodosios, “who was called (ἐλέγετο) Baboutzikos” 
(p. 135.2-3) and whom “Genesios” dubs “originating ἐκ Βαβουτζίκων” (p. 50.15).5! Thus, 
the expression κατὰ τὸν X is typical of the Continuator, whereas “Genesios” replaces it by 
direct specifications of the lineage. He has, however, his own formulas to introduce the last 
name; he says "Constantine, Tessarakontapechys by name (ἐπώνυμον)” (p. 33.25-26), 
"Chaldos, Tziphinarites by name" (p. 75.41), "Theodore, Moros by appellation (κατὰ 
κλῆσιν)” (р. 71.8-9, in the Continuator he is simply Theodore Moros— ThC, p. 194.8-9). 

The Continuator also employs such formulas of the earlier sources as ἐπίκλην (p. 6.14- 
15, 162.14), λεγόμενος (р. 57.19-20), προσαγορευόμενος (р. 143.9-10), ἐπονομαζόμενος (р. 
123.3, cf. De adm., cap. 42.35),52 but frequently both he and *Genesios" are satisfied by giv- 
ing the first and the last names without any qualification: Michael Traulos (ThC, p. 7.3), 
Theodore Krateros (p. 115.12, 133.20), Theodore Petronas (Genes., p. 67.81) and others. 
The Martinakioi are cited in the plural, as a lineage (ThC, p. 121.16-20, Genes., p. 49.77- 
81), and the Continuator describes Alexios Mousele as belonging to the kin (γενεά) of 
Krenitai (ThC, p. 107.19), whereas the patriarch John the Grammarian is said to have been 
born to a noble “chain” (σειρά) of the Morocharzanioi (p. 154.14-17). 

Conversely, the use of additional names in tenth-century epistolography is not com- 
mon. The so-called anonymous professor?? avoids surnames. In other collections of mis- 
sives they appear only sporadically. Nicholas Mystikos*4 addresses letters to the proto- 
spatharios David Kamoulianos (epp. 69 and 70; on his predecessors see above) and men- 
tions such family names (well known later) as Monomachos (ep. 96.3) and Kataphloron (ep. 
58.7); Petronas (ep. 71.5) could be both a Christian name and the name of a lineage. Later, 
Alexander of Nicaea lists a group of people specifying both first and family names: John 
Polys, Theophylaktos Kalkatanes, Peter Androsylites.°> Arethas of Caesarea, on the other 


51 On Theodosios Baboutzikos, see J. SHEPARD, The Rhos Guests of Louis the Pious: whence and 
wherefore? Early Medieval Europe 4 (1995) 55-60. 


52 Similar formulas are applied in the Vita of Basil I: ἐπωνυμία (VBas, p. 290.10-11), ἐπώνυμον (p. 
224.22-23), λεγόμενος (p. 286.20, 303.14-15), προσαγορευόμενος (p. 312.23- 313.1). The expression 
legomenos appears also in some hagiographical texts, for instance the vita of Euthymios the Younger, 
ed. L. PETIT, ROC 8 (1903) 201.12, and the vita of David, Symeon and George of Lesbos, ed. I. van 
den GHEYN, Anal. Boll. 18 (1899) 245.17. 

53 Now available in two editions supplementing each other: R. BROWNING, The Correspondence of a 
Tenth-Century Byzantine Scholar, Byzantion 24 (1954/56) 397-452; R. BROWNING - B. LAOURDAS, 
Τὸ κείµενον τῶν ἐπιστολῶν τοῦ κώδικος BM 36749, EEBS 27 (1957) 151-212. 

54 Nicholas I Patriarch of Constantinople, Letters, ed. R. JENKINS - L. WESTERINK, Washington 1973. 
55 J. DARROUZES, Epistoliers byzantins du Хе siècle, Paris 1960, 85, ep. 10, title. More complicated 
is the case of Magentinos Ignatios mentioned in the same letter (1.6): the word Magentinos is locat- 
ed before the first name. Should not we read nayevrikóc “addicted to magic"? 


hand, sticks to the old way of expression, speaking of Nicholas ἐπίκλην Xylomachairios.59 

In the unusually vitriolic vita of the patriarch Ignatios compiled by Niketas Paphlagon, 
Arethas' pupil, we find a great number of additional names, some of which are obviously 
nicknames, such as Pantaleon ἐπικαλούμενος Bothros (lit. *Pit") (PG 105: 5320), Peter 
καλούμενος Deilaios, “Wretched, Cowardly” (col. 544C), Leo καλούμενος Katakalos (col. 
569D: is this a distorted version of Katakalon or a sign that the spelling of the name has not 
yet been established?), another Leo ὀνομαζόμενος Kretikos, “of Crete” (col. 517D), Baa- 
nes Angores (col. 517B, cf. 540C, probably Angoures, "Cucumber"; cf. John Angourios in 
Photios’ correspondence), John λεγόμενος Koxes, *Hip-bone" (col. 5170),57 and probably 
Zacharias Kophos (col. 537CD), "Deaf," John Gorgonites (“Resembling a Gorgon”) and 
Nicholas Skoutelopsis, “Checkered (?)" (col. 521B). Other surnames, however, sound like 
real family names even though the borderline between the two categories is not always sure: 
Leo Lalakon (col. 513B; the Lalakons are known from the letters of Photios), Michael 
Psellos (lit. *Faltering in Speech", col. 493B), Theodore Santabarenos (col. 568CD), 
Gregory Asbestas (col. 512B, 573A), Niketas Oryphas (col. 516C), Basil Pinakas (544C), 
Leo Ptaolemes (col. 536CD).58 Some of these names (Katakalon, Lalakon, Psellos, Ango- 
ras/Angourios) were evidently patronymics since they were assumed by other people of 
whom we are aware. 

Thus by the tenth century, the habit of bearing a family name seems to have been estab- 
lished, although the name (as in the case of the Kontomytai) could be passed on to a son-in- 
law. Moreover, the family name (no more a plain sobriquet!) was perceived as connected 
with a lineage or kin. Certainly, not everybody was granted an ancestral name, and some 
high-ranking officials had to be satisfied with nicknames, not always laudatory. 

I shall try to check these observations by perusing a single text of the tenth century, the 
chronicle of Symeon Logothete. We may assume that the original redaction of Symeon 
encompassed 842-948; it was written in the third quarter of the tenth century.?? Its advan- 
tage is the substantial span of time covered by the chronicle, but it is a difficult text to exam- 
ine. It survives in a great number of copies which form three major redactions as well as 
some “median” versions combining diverse features of major redactions.9? The difficulty 
increases since we have no critical edition of the Logothete-chronicle and we are not aware 
which of the published texts is the closest to the hypothetical original. In such conditions 
any conclusions based on the Logothete will remain tentative; I hope, however, that for our 
“semi-statistical” purpose a few omissions or mistakes in the text I chose for investigation 


56 Arethas, Scripta minora, ed. L. WESTERINK, 2, Leipzig 1972, no. 66 title. 

57 From Latin “coxa”, see E. KRIARAS, Лейко τῆς μεσαιωνικῆς ἑλληνικῆς δημῶδους γραμμα- 
τείας 8, Thessalonike 1982, 271. 

58 On the names in the vita of Ignatios see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 169-71. The author of 
the vita, Niketas Paphlagon, was not a "Bischof" of the mid-tenth century but rather a heretic at the 
beginning of the 10th century. 

5? There is no critical edition of Symeon. I used the text of the so-called Leo Grammatikos (in fact 
the name of the copyist). 

60 A. KAZHDAN, Khronika Simeona Logofeta, Viz. Vrem. 15 (1959) 125-43; A. MARKOPOULOS, Sur 
les deux versions de la Chronographie de Syméon Logothéte, Byz. Zeitschr. 76 (1983) 279-84; A. 
MARKOPOULOS, Ἡ χρονογραφία τοῦ Ψευδοσυμεών καὶ οἱ πηγές της, Ioannina 1978; J. van 
DIETEN, Die Chronik des Pseudosymeon, Südost-Forsch. 38 (1979) 258-64; A. SOTIROUDIS, Die 
handschriftliche Überlieferung des "Georgius Continuatus " (Red. A), Thessalonike 1989. 
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will have no cardinal significance; nonetheless I shall scan the chronicle keeping in mind 
the relativity of its value, without any claim to clear-cut results. I shall investigate each 
chapter (“reign”) individually, and see whether there was any shift in the author[s]’ percep- 
tion of surnames from the mid-ninth to the mid-tenth century. 

The chapter on Michael III comprises 24 pages in the Bonn edition of the version of 
the chronicle conventionally called "Leo Grammatikos." 26 individuals (the names of 
emperors and patriarchs being excluded) appear in this chapter without any surname; I do 
not consider the scholar Leo's epithet "Philosopher" as a surname. Among these individu- 
als are such eminent politicians as the caesar Bardas, Theodora's favorite Theoktistos, the 
generals Petronas and Symbatios, the logothete of the dromos Goumer (or rather Gouber?), 
and so on. Seven persons bear second (family) names: Constantine Toxaras, John 
Neatokometos (often called only by his additional name), the asekretis Leo Kastor, the gen- 
eral George Peganes, Nikephoros Maleinos (like Neatokometos these men are sometimes 
cited by the second name only), the eparch Constantine Myiares (or Myares), and the prae- 
positus Michael Angoures. Even though some of these names have manifest marks of their 
origin from nicknames (e.g., Angoures, “Cucumber”—see above), the concept of lineage 
seems to be entrenched by the time the chronicler wrote this chapter: he speaks of the he- 
taireiarch Leo "from the kin (yévoc) of Gemostai" (Leo Gram., p. 232.22) or Gomostai 
(ThC, p. 819.8). The passage, however, is absent from other versions and could be a later 
insertion. 

In several cases individuals are characterized not by their family names but their fam- 
ily links: Antigonos, the son of Bardas (Leo Gram., p. 238.2), or Bardas, the father of Basil 
(p. 251.11-12); in such a way some women are characterized as well: Eudokia, the [daugh- 
ter] of Dekapolites (p. 230.3), and Eudokia, the [daughter] of Inger (p. 230.1, 252.13), also 
flatly called Ingerine (p. 249.3-4). In a couple of instances the second names bear an ethnic 
mark: Symbatios the Armenian (p. 248.4-5, usually just Symbatios) and even more obvius- 
ly Constantine from (ἐξ) Armenians (p. 249.6-7), Iakobitzes and Eulogios the “Persians” (р. 
251.9-10, 23, 252.5-6; in the next chapter Iakobitzes appears without an epithet), Peter the 
Bulgarian (p. 244.6, 251.5). A more complicated case is that of John Chaldos (p. 251.8, so 
also ThC, p. 685.4-5, 837.8) whose additional name we might have connected with a fami- 
ly. The man, however, is named also John of Chaldia (Leo Gram., p. 244.6, another reading 
is Chaldos— ThC, p. 830.4) and in the next chapter he appears as John Chaldos, general in 
Chaldia (Leo Gram., p. 253.14-15). Thus *Chaldos" could be both the family name, indi- 
vidual surname, and the geographical designation. Finally, many names are preceded by the 
participle “so-called” ([ἐπι]λεγόμενος, προσαγορευόµενος) indicating a sobriquet. The pro- 
tospatharios Theophanes was the "so-called" Pharganos (p. 235.15-16, 236.16)—the sur- 
name could be a distorted Pharganos; the Pharganoi were members of the imperial guard in 
the ninth century.6! We meet also Gregory called the [son] of Philemon (p. 252.11) and 
three individuals with the epithet "so-called" accompanied by a single name only: the so- 
called Kordyles (p. 231.15, just Kordyles— p. 232.5), the so-called Tzantzes (p. 233.9-10, 
just Tzantzes—p. 232.4), and an “engineer” (the builder of war machines) called Labaris (p. 
248.15-16, the name could be Damarios— ThC, р. 834.18). Most probably, all these people 


61 Vita Euthymii patriarchae CP, ed. P. KARLIN-HAYTER, Brussels 1970, 5.4. The meaning of the 
term is enigmatic — see ibid., р. 152f. 


should be added to the list of individuals without family names, but it would be wrong to 
exclude the possibility that some of them are described by their surnames, without their first 
(baptismal) names being mentioned. 

The chapter on Basil I is shorter, ten pages only. It comprises 11 persons without se- 
condary names (including Leo Philosopher) to whom six relatives of the emperor (such as 
*Marianos, Basil I’ brother") may be added; some of them, like the stratelates Andrew or 
praepositus Baanes, belonged to the upper stratum of Byzantine society as. Four men are 
characterized by a single name (Apostypes, Stypiotes, Oiniates and Martinakios) that could 
be either family names or the first name eventually transmogrified into a family name— later 
sources testify to the transformations of such kind (e.g., the lineages of Tornikioi and 
Pakourianoi). The number of men with obvious family names is relatively higher than that 
in the preceding chapter: this group contains the hetaireiarch Stylianos Zaoutzes (p. 260.15), 
the courtier in charge of the imperial table Niketas Xylinites (p. 257.5), the generals John 
Kourkouas (p. 261.8-9, 15) and Eupraxios Mosilikes (p. 258.20-21—Mosele? His name is 
omitted in several versions of the chronicle), Leo Salibaras (p. 259.4), Constantine Toxaras 
(p. 254.10, known as well from the chapter on Michael III). The *above mentioned" pros- 
monarios Nicholas Androsalites8? (p. 256.13-14) is the same monk who appears in the chap- 
ter on Michael III simply as Nicholas (p. 233.14). Theophylaktos Abastaktos® is the father 
of the future emperor Romanos I; according to Constantine VII (De adm., cap. 13.150) 
Romanos was *a common, illiterate fellow"; if we take these words at their face value, 
Theophylaktos must have been an Armenian commoner. The members of the “intermedi- 
ary" group in this chapter are few. Theodore, bishop of Euchaita, is described as the "so- 
called" Santabarenos (p. 259.18-19) and further simply as Santabarenos - it is not impossi- 
ble that the byname was a family name. The case of John Chaldos was discussed above; 
Apelates the Persian (p. 253.22) bears an ethnic sobriquet, and Markianos, the son of 
Petronas (p. 253.3-4), is to be added to the list of individuals without family names. 

The 23-page long chapter on Leo VI mentions at least 23 individuals without family 
names;6* among them are such persons of note as Leo Vis favorite Samonas, the 
parakoimomenos Constantine, the domestikos of the scholae Andrew. On the other hand, 
several men of this category were commoners: Rhodios, Samonas' notary; Constantine, 
Samonas' anthropos; the priest Thomas. The 23-person list does not comprise four men 
introduced by single names, which do not sound like baptismal ones and could be family 
names: Krateros, Karamalos, Paspalas (Pastilas?) and Stypiotes (the last appears in the pre- 
ceding chapter; among the contemporaries of Constantine VII there was a Michael 
Stoupiotes [p. 310.9] — probably a different spelling of the same name). The caesar Bardas 
is reckoned among, even though the chronicler speaks here only about his mansion (p. 
278.13). 


62 On this person— WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 173. Did not the tenth-century Peter 
Androsylites (see above) belong to the same lineage? 

$3 Such is the spelling of several versions: ТАС, p. 690.9, 841.12, ISTRIN, Knigy 2: 19.3. Leo 
Grammatikos erroneously reads Abestaktos (Leo Gram., p. 155.11). It is unclear why van DIETEN 
spells the name Abaktistos. 

64 ] am wondering whether the koitonites Christopher (Leo Gram., p. 271.15) and protovestiarios 
Christopher (p. 272.15, 276.16) are to be identified, as well as the protasekretis Himerios (p. 277.3) 
and the logothete of the dromos of the same name (p. 280.15 and 18, 285.1). 
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19 men are characterized by double names. At the top of this group is Stylianos 
Zaoutzes, Leo VI's closest adviser and the father of the emperor's second wife; his relatives 
are perceived of as a lineage (συγγενεία — p. 273.15) of Zaoutzas. The group also includes 
representatives of the lineages which played a substantial role during the next centuries: the 
Doukas (p. 280.17-18), Phokades (p. 267.23, 269.4), Katakalon (p. 269.7-8), Kamateros (p. 
278.4). Less prominent were the lineages of the Hagiopolites (p. 263.3-4, 264.9), 
Helladikos, represented by two brothers Staurakios and Kosmas (p. 266.22), Garidas (p. 
273.8), Krinites (p. 278.4-5), Lips (p. 280.7-8), Charaktes (p. 274.19 and 22; etymology 
“Coiner”), Chatzilikios (p. 277.8), Theodotakes (p. 270.12), Gouzouniates (p. 266.15, from 
the vernacular γουζιάζω, “to grow accustomed”?),6° Mousikos (p. 271.3), Steredon (p. 
283.22). We have already discussed the names of Santabarenos (p. 263.20-21) and 
Choirosphaktes (p. 268.16). Some of these names will reappear in the chapter on 
Constantine VIL 

The intermediary group encompasses surnames of ethnic origin (e.g., Ko[u]rtikes the 
Armenian [p. 267.12], elsewhere Kortikes “from the Armenians” [p. 290.8]; reference to 
parents, e.g. Stephen, the son of Kalomaria (p. 263.21-22; he reappears in the chapter on 
Constantine VIT), the general Symeon, son of Ionas (p. 269.15), Pardos (p. 270.8-9, 273.3) 
and Basil (p. 271.20-21), both defined as the sons of the hetaireiarch Nicholas; the relatives 
(sons, also a father) of Doukas, Zaoutzas and Samonas who have been mentioned above. 
Finally, the expression “so-called” (λεγόμενος) is in use: Antony called Kauleas (p. 266.16- 
17), Niketas called Skleros (p. 267.16), Nikephoros called Kaminas (p. 278.7), Gregoras 
called Iberitzes (p. 281.11-12); the last surname could be of ethnic origin. A similar expres- 
sion: "the klerikos Sinapes by name (ἐπίκλην)” (р. 270.20), could have a different sense: 
while Skleros is unquestionably the designation of Niketas’ lineage, 6 Sinapes (from σινάπι, 
*Mustard") could be a nickname. 

The short reign of Alexander (2 1/2 pages) is not representative and must be omitted; 3 
in contrast, the chapter on Constantine VII is 43 pages long. It includes at least 53 individ- I 
uals described by a single name; the names are predominantly baptismal, and only in few 
cases (e.g., Adrale[s]tes [p. 305.10]67) the thought suggests itself that the chronicler uses an 
isolated second name. Some members of this group have high ranks, as for instance the 
parakoimomenos Constantine (mentioned in the preceding chapter as well), the domestikos 
of the scholae Leo (p. 295.15, 296.14, 303.14-15) or the magistroi Stephen (p. 298.13, 
300.3) and Kosmas (p. 327.12; is he the same person as the logothete of the dromos Kosmas 
[p. 314.20, 315.11]?) but some of them were low-ranking officials and ecclesiastics such as 
the notaries Theokletos and Demetrios, the imperial klerikos Rhodios, the klerikos Michael, 
the priest John, the manglabitai Arsenios and Paul, the captain Theodotos or "a certain (Tic) 
Macedonian Basil" (p. 321.14). Theodore, a paidagogos of Constantine, despite his active 
political role, apparently was not a member of a "noble" lineage, nor was his brother 
Symeon. 

The intermediary group in this large chapter is substantial: as usual we see in this group 








65 KRIARAS, Λεξικό 4 (1975) 359. 
66 W. SEIBT, Die Skleroi, Vienna 1976. On Niketas Skleros—p. 24f. 


67 Correct spelling see ТИС, p. 732.10 (but pseudo-Symeon dubs him dux instead of domestikos) and 
104 892.6). 


designations by ethnikon (e.g., Pankroutoukas [Bagrat?] the Armenian [p. 293.20-21]) or by 
father (e.g., Photeinos, the son of Platypodes [p. 306.19-20]) or mother (Constantine, the son 
of Malelias [p. 294.20] but later he is introduced as Constantine Malelias [p. 301.10], the 
mother's name being transformed into a surname); Anna, the bride of the prince Stephen, is 
described as the daughter of Gabalas and the granddaughter of Katakylas (p. 322.13-13) but 
her own family name is omitted. More often the Aeyouevoc-formula is applied: Leo whom 
one calls Choirosphaktes (p. 290.15-16), Constantine and Anastasios called Gongylioi (see 
below), the “so-called” Gabrilopoulos (p. 292.22, in the chapter on Alexander he is simply 
Gabrilopoulos [p. 286.14]), Constantine called Kephalas (p. 294.20; on the etymology of 
this surname see above), Theodore called Matzoukes (p. 299.13), Manuel called Kourtikes 
(see below), Leo and Pothos called Argyroi (p. 306.12, we encounter also a simple form, 
without the “so-called” formula [p. 307.3], as well as the definition Pothos, the son of 
Argyros [р. 305.11]).68 A slightly different formula is Basil surnamed (ἐπίκλην) Peteinos 
(see below). 

The concept of the lineage (γένος) is employed in this chapter: the chronicler speaks of 
the former monk Marianos from the genos of the Argyroi (p. 328.21), whom the emperor 
appointed the komes of the stables. Numerous individuals are characterized by both their 
Christian and family names, among whom are representatives of renowned lineages. 
Constantine Doukas (in the chronicle Doux) appears also as Constantine, the son of Doux 
(p. 321.22), and his close relatives (brothers?) were Gregoras (p. 290.7) and Nicholas (p. 
296.15) characterized as the sons of Doux; their cousin (?) was a certain Michael. Gregoras, 
Nicholas and Michael“ are definitely members of the Doukas clan. Other men with family 
names mentioned in the chapter are: Leo and Bardas Phokades (the latter also described as 
Bardas, [the son] of Phokas [p. 328.17]), Romanos Argyros and his brother Leo (on other 
formulas to characterize the Argyroi see above), John Kourkouas, Alexios Mousele, Bardas 
Boilas and Constantine, the [son] of Boilas (p. 315.6-7), Michael Stoupiotes (Stypiotes?), 
Manuel Kourtikes, the patrikios John Rhadenos, the patriarch John Garidas, Michael 
Toxaras (a relative of Constantine Toxaras, who was mentioned above), Constantine Lips 
and the magistros John Eladas (both mentioned in the chapter on Leo VI as well), Leo 
Katakalitzes (p. 290.22, probably a diminitive form of Katakalon?). Less famous names are: 
Constantine and Niketas Helladikoi, the patrikios John Bagas, the commander of the ex- 
koubitai John Grapson, hetaireiarch Theophylaktos Dominikos (p. 292.23, the Latin 
Dominicus?), the hetaireiarchs John Zouphinezer? (John Garidas’ brother-in-law) and 
Garidas’ son Symeon, John Toubakes and his relative Leo, David Kamoulianos (the name 
was mentioned above), Nicholas Koubatzes, Basil Peteinos, the monk Theodore Aboukes. 
The names of a conspirator Constantine Ktematenos (p. 303.11) and of Theophanes 
Teicheiotes (p. 304.20) may derive from the designations of offices; since Theophanes is 


68 On Leo and Pothos, the sons of Eustathios Argyros, see J. F. VANNIER, Familles byzantines: les 
Argyroi, Paris 1975, 25-28. 

69 D. POLEMIS, The Doukai, London 1968, 25f., nos. 4, 6, 7. PoLEMIS adds one more son of 
Constantine Doukas, Stephen (no. 5). His name, however, is omitted by “Leo Grammatikos” but 
appears in the so-called Continuation of George the Monk (IsrRIN, Knigy 2: 41.15, cf. ТАС, p. 
877.11). 

70 The Latin translator of Leo Grammatikos (p. 299) understands “Zouphinezer” as the name of 
Theodore's father. 
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characterized as the anthropos of the magistros Stephen it is unlikely that he was an official 
in the department of the eparch.?! 

It is difficult to generate statistics for this group in numbers. 25 men are described by 
double names. To them Marianos “from the genos of the Argyroi” should be added for he 
definitely belongs to this sub-group. More intricate are the cases when a person appears 
immediately after his relative whose family name is given, as for instance “Romanos 
Argyros and his brother Leo" (p. 295.4); later Leo and Pothos are plainly defined as Argyroi 
(p. 307.3). We have in the chapter at least four more cases of relatives whose family names 
are implied. We have also three (or four) relatives of Constantine Doukas. Then the formu- 
la “so-called” is intermittent with the direct pointing out family name: the brothers 
Constantine and Anastasios are "the so-called Gongylioi" but Constantine separately is pre- 
sented plainly as a Gongylios (p. 296.10, 301.9). Manuel Kourtikes (p. 328.11-12) is also 
Manuel “the so-called Kourtikes" (p. 329.1-2), Basil Peteinos (р. 328.11)— Basil surnamed 
Peteinos (p. 328.20). The Gongylioi, Kourtikes and Peteinos add four more members to this 
class. All in all, even if we disregard, on formal reasons, the relatives of Constantine 
Doukas, we may increase the number of the men of this category to 36. 

The analysis of the Logothete-chronicle allows some tentative conclusions. First of all, 
the ratio of the individuals introduced with family names seems to increase with time: dur- 
ing the reign of Michael III the ratio is 7:26 (with the second figure expressing the number 
of men characterized by their first name only); in fact the difference was even larger (7:33), 
since we omitted approximately seven cases of men with ethnic epithets. For the reign of 
Basil I the ratio is 8:11, actually 8:18, if we add the relatives of the emperor and the Persian 
Apelates. In the chapter on Leo VI the ratio is 19:23, and it would not be altered substan- 
tially if we had added the Armenian Ko[u]rtikes and the klerikos Sinapes. Finally, for the 
reign of Constantine VII the ratio is a little lower 36:53. 

Secondly, in the chapter on Constantine VII we can observe the fading difference 
between the family names and the intermediary cases (the “so-called” formula and the indi- 
cation of father): the Doukas, Argyros, Gongylios, Peteinos, Kourtikes and Malelias appear 
in both categories, and it is not impossible that Choirosphaktes was already a family name 
as it will be later. 

Thirdly, in the earlier period the most influential persons had no family names, and of 
the family names used in the chapter on Michael IIT only the Maleinos had a bright future; 
the same can be stated for the reign of Basil I: among the family names of this period only 
the Kourkouas will be of great importance, even though temporarily. In contrast, during the 
reign of Leo VI few first-rate politicians and generals appear without family names, the 
most renown of them (Samonas and the parakoimomenos Constantine) being eunuchs; on 
the other hand, such family as the Doukas, Phokades, Katakalon and Kamateros, active in 
this period, were well known through the next centuries, and among the people described by 
single baptismal names several men are of low social ranks: a priest, a “private” anthropos, 
a notary. This tendency toward the aristocratization of the family name is evident as well for 
the period of Constantine VII: on the one hand, we meet in this chapter such lineages as the 
Doukas, Phokades, Argyroi, Kourkouas; on the other, within the group of men designated 
by a single baptismal name there are numerous commoners. Even though the distinction 


7! On the office of the teicheiotes see N. OIKONOMIDES, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IX* et 
106 Xe siècles, Paris 1972, 3368. 


between a proper family name and a nickname has not yet become clear-out, some lineages 
were fixed and appropriated a stable appellation. The concept of genos is employed by the 
Logothete, albeit rarely. 

Tenth-century hagiographical texts also support the impression that the Byzantines had 
not yet established a clear distinction between the sobriquet and the real family name. 
Traditional expressions were in use; thus the biographer of Michael Maleinos mentions a 
man called (ὀνόματι) John, nicknamed (τὸ ἐπίκλην) Elatites,7? the shepherd Niketas sur- 
named Hikanos appears in the tenth-century vita of St. Paul of Latros (ed. H. DELEHAYE, AB 
11 [1892] 49.15), and in the vita of Basil the Younger, Theodore, strategos (or stratelates) 
of Thrakesion, is given the sobriquet (προσωνυμία) of Spongarios (“Small Sponge”).73 In 
another passage of the same vita, the origin of the name-sobriquet is manifested even clear- 
er: Gregory, the hagiographer, describes there the primikerios Constantine, “whom every- 
body calls Barbaros due to his ethnic affiliation" (ed. Уплмзки, p. 300.16-17). The founder 
of the new dynasty is represented as Basil τὸ ἐπίκλην Macedonian (ed. VILINSKU, p. 284.32). 
At the same time the hagiographer uses such established family names as Doukas and 
Garidas. In the vita of Luke the Younger, a "two-named" (διώνυµος) person is described 
whose names were Demetrios and Kalonas,"^ Demetrios being the Christian name, and 
Kalonas most probably his family name. By the end of the century, Symeon Metaphrastes 
contrasted the Christian name (ὄνομα) and the patronymic (ἐπωνυμία): a martyr introduces 
himself saying: “I originate from the township of Araurakena, my onoma is Eustratios, my 
eponymia, in the dialect of my ancestors, Kyriskes” (PG 116: 473C). Two early vitae of 
Athanasios of Athos, written at the beginning of the eleventh century, reveal the instability 
of the system of names as it existed at this time: the plain and simple use of family names 
is rare in vita A, John Hexapterygos (“Of Six Wings” —par. 8.28-29) being the single exam- 
ple, while a Paul’s surname Xeropotamites (par. 50.7) is the sign that he was a monk of the 
monastery of Xeropotamou. The typical expression in vita A is the traditional formula 
“whom they called (ὃν ἐκάλουν) X," such as “Michael whom they called Maleinos" (par. 
19.5-6) or “John whom they called Phakenos” (par. 209.12) but by this time it lost its “lim- 
iting” nature: in vita B both men are presented simply as Michael Maleinos and John 
Phakenos (par. 8.14 & 58.8). The compiler of vita A conceives of the conventional, artifi- 
cial character of the additional name saying that “they called” a certain Paul Larissaios “by 
the place of his origin” (par. 100.21) whereas vita B neglects all these niceties and dubs him 
Paul Larissaios (par. 33.45). A similar difference in approach unfolds in another case: 
Andrew Chrysopolites of vita B (par. 43.22-23) is rendered as Andrew in Chrysopolis in vita 
A (par. 158.19). Finally, vita A describes a Nikephoros “who was surnamed (τὸ ἐπώνυμον) 
Gymnos (*Naked")" because he dwelled naked in the mountains of Calabria (par. 160.5-7), 
whereas vita B simply omits the surname (par. 43.28). 

A formula used in vita A shows terminological confusion that the hagiographer was 
unable to overcome: he speaks of a monk *whose name (ὄνομα) and surname (ἐπώνυμον) 
was Barioannes" (par. 184.25). The nature of the appellation (“Heavy John") allows us to 


72 L. PETIT, La vie de saint Michel Maleinos, ROCh 7 (1902) 553.2-3. 


73 A. Ν. VESELOVSKU, Razyskanija v oblasti russkogo dukhovnogo stikha, in: Sbornik Otdelenija 
russkogo jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj Akademii nauk 46 (1889-90) suppl., p. 65.33-34, cf. p. 
67.21-22. 


74 D. Z. SoPHIANOS, Ὅσιος Λουκᾶς, Athens 1989, p. 217.30-31. 
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presume that it was a sobriquet rather than a baptismal name but the writer could not (or 
would not like to) draw the line between the onoma and eponymon. 

A younger contemporary of Symeon Metaphrastes, Leo the Deacon,?5 used family 
names without reservations: Leo Pediasimos (p. 85.20-21), Leo Balantes (p. 87.23, 99.7), 
John Alakas (p. 109.2), Bardas Parsakoutenos (p. 170.18-19), and Bardas Phokas or Phokas 
Bardas (p. 116.3, 118.24, 120.2 etc), but even in his History terms such as eponymon or 
epiklesis are common albeit deprived of traditonal, “limiting” significance and applied to the 
names of lineages. The patrikios Kalokyros Delphinas (p. 174.4) is described in another pas- 
sage as Kalokyros whose epiklesis is Delphinas (p. 173.24-25). Epiklesis and eponymia 
seem to be synonymous: at any rate, the magistros Bardas whose epiklesis is Skleros (p. 
107.13, 155.3) appears as well as Bardas, Skleros by eponymia (p. 117.1, 169.15). Similarly 
Michael Bourtzas (Bourtzas is a name of a clan) is described as καλούμενος (p. 85.20) and 
as having an eponymon (p. 81.21-22). In some cases, however, these expressions are per- 
ceived by Leo the Deacon as sobriquets: Symeon, a vine-grower, is said to have gotten his 
appellation Ampelas from his profession (p. 113.11-12); the emperor Constantine's epikle- 
sis Pogonatos (“Bearded one") (p. 103.21) is obviously not a family name; John I’s 
eponymia Tzimiskes (p. 59.8, 84.5-6) is not only equated with epiklesis (p. 93.2-3) but also 
explained as originating from an Armenian word meaning "short" (p. 93.3-5). Probably in 
the same category belongs the surname Parsakoutenos, an epiklesis assumed by two rela- 
tives of the Phokades, derived, according to Leo the Deacon, from the toponym Parsakoute 
(p. 112.2-8). Leo contrasts the terms ὄνομα and ἐπίκλησις (p. 135.20), as was done earlier 
by Evodios, the hagiographer of 42 defenders of Amorion, who distinguished between the 
words ὀνομαζόμενος and ἐπιλεγόμενος.6 Nevertheless, in certain cases Leo's eponymon 
and epiklesis seem to be attached to family names (known from other sources), such as 
Erotikos (p. 79.15), Maleinos (p. 83.12-13), Kourkouas (p. 126.16-17), Gongylas (p. 7.5-6) 
(Ξ Gongulios), Lalakon (p. 144.23-24). 

Even before the concept of lineage was stabilized and noble family names became cus- 
tomary and transferable to the next generation, the members of the upper echelon of society 
knew how to promote their progeny. Theophanes often characterizes the personages 
described in the Chronography as the sons of certain known men: Theodore Kondocheres 
is the son of the magistros Peter (Theoph. 235.4, 236.23), Philippikos, the son of the 
patrikios Nikephoros (p. 372.7-8), Eustathios, the son of the patrikios Marianos (p. 411.12, 
414.5-6), Constantine, the son of the patrikios Bardanios (p. 438.15-16); the origin from an 
influential father mattered. In other cases the status of the father is not underscored (e.g., p. 
351.29-30, 427.16-17 and 31-32) or does not seem of importance, as this of the stratelates 
Sergios, son of the priest Bakchos (p. 233.6-7). Especially interesting is the case of a Basil, 
who is characterized as the son of Gregory Onomagoulos and immediately thereafter is 
called Basil Onomagoulos (p. 398.10 and 27)—here the family name and the family rela- 
tionship are referred to simultaneously.77 


75 Leo Diaconus, Historia, ed. Ch. B. HASE, Bonn 1828. 


76 Skazanija o 42 amorijskikh muchenikakh, ed. V. VASIL’EVSKU - P. NIKITIN, St. Petersburg 1905, 
75.20-21. 

77 On the use of Vatersnamen in genitive (“son of"-formula) —WINKELMANN, Quellenkunde, p. 144- 
146. 





We may sum up: even though the sons (or relatives) of high-ranking officials in the 
eighth and ninth centuries were likely to follow in the steps of their fathers receiving (not 
inheriting!) important titles and offices, it was only by the tenth century that the concept 
of lineage was stabilized, although not legally defined. In the eighth and ninth centuries the 
additional names were infrequent and have predominantly the character of personal sobri- 
quets which were not transferred to the sons; in available texts, one name is seldom applied 
to distinct personages. Step by step, the habit developed to use the additional name as the 
emblem of the kin's internal links: the sobriquet was transformed into the family name. The 
frequency of second names increases in the tenth century, and the custom of consistently 
using them has been perpetuated in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. 

The analysis of the aristocratic family names of the eleventh and twelfth centuries 
shows that among them were six lineages known from the eighth century; of them two 
(Boilas and Xylinites) are not known after the mid-eleventh century; one—Mosele—suf- 
fered from penury in the days of Basil II, even though it was still mentioned in the twelfth 
century; one more lineage, the Triphylioi, survived to the reign of Manuel I, and two more, 
the Melissenoi and Tessarakontapechys, still existed ca. 1200. From the ninth century 24 
families have survived, from the tenth century 37.78 


78 K AZHDAN, Social mu sostav ..., p. 124f. To the list of eighth-century families we may add now the 
Monomachoi if the patrikios Niketas surnamed (τὸ ἐπίκλην) Monomachos (“Single Combatant”), 
mentioned by Constantine of Tios ca. 800 (F. HALKIN, Euphémia de Chalcédoine, Brussels 1965, 
104.2), was the founder of the lineage; the additional name could be a personal sobriquet. In the mid- 
ninth century, a certain Monomachos (“or rather θεομάχος” “Fighter against God”) was active, and 
Oursikios Monomachos is a legendary general of Justinian I (Kh. LoPAREV, De s. Theodoro mona- 
cho hegumenoque Chorensi, St. Petersburg 1903, 3.36); the legend is of the ninth-century (?) origin. 
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Some Notes on the Scriptor incertus de Leone 
Armenio * 


+ Alexander KAZHDAN - Lee SHERRY (Dumbarton Oaks) 


It is a common opinion that two extant fragments belong to a single work conventionally 
titled the Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio: one, preserved in Paris. gr. 1711, relates the 
short reign of the emperor Michael I Rangabe (811-13) and the beginning of the Second 
Iconoclasm under Leo V Armenian (813-20); the second piece, devoted to the defeat of 
Nikephoros I by the Bulgarians in 811, was discovered in Vatic. gr. 2014 by I. DuUJCEv and 
right away defined by H. GRÉGOIRE as the preceding part of the Scriptor incertus; moreover, 
GRÉGOIRE suggested that the two fragments formed the final part of the Continuator of 
Malalas and that Theophanes was aware of the anonymous description of the expedition of 
811.! 

Ít is not easy, albeit possible, to reconcile the chronological framework of the Scriptor 
incertus that goes beyond 815 with the date of Theophanes' death in 817/8. But we have to 
understand that GRÉGOIRE's identification is based on a single fact — the similarity of the 
“psycho-somatic” portrait of Nikephoros I in the story of the expedition of 811 with that of 
Michael I in the Scriptor incertus. The portraits of this kind appear time and again in 
Byzantine chronographical and hagiographical works, and J. BURY drew attention to one 
example, the characteristic of Leo V in the chronicle of pseudo-Symeon Magistros; he 
hypothesized, however, that this portrayal was dirived from the Scriptor incertus.? 

In order to make the first fragment a part of the Continuator of Malalas it was neces- 
sary for GRÉGOIRE to subject it to a surgical operation. The fragment not only survived in a 
manuscript of hagiographical texts but contains a typical hagiographical conclusion that 
must be removed (and it is removed іп IADEVAIA’s edition); it was necessary to remove as 
well the reference to the conversion of "the godless Bulgarians" (p. 32.149) in 865 that cer- 
tainly could not be made in a work preceding Theophanes.? 


* A paragraph from the chapter 3 of the second part of the History of Byzantine Literature 
(*Monastic World Chronicle: Theophanes the Confessor") prepared for publication. 


I I Duicev, Novi zhitijni danni za pokhoda na Nikifora I v Bülgarija prez 811 god, Spisanie na 
Bülg. Akademija na naukite 54 (1936) 147-88 and his La chronique byzantine de l'an 811, Trav. et 
Мет. 1 (1965) 205-54; H. GREGOIRE, Un nouveau fragment du "Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio, " 
Byzantion 11 (1936) 417-27. Both fragments are republished together by F. IADEVAIA, Scriptor incer- 
tus, Messina 1987. GRÉGOIRE'S hypothesis is accepted “beyond all reasonable doubt" by J. WORTLEY, 
Legends of the Byzantine Disaster of 811, Byzantion 50 (1980) 544. 


2 J.B. Bury, A Source of Symeon Magister, Byz. Ztschr. 1 (1892) 572-74, see an emendation by 
C. de Boor, Byz. Ztschr. 2 (1893) 297. Psycho-somatic portraits are to be found in the Chronicle of 
George the Monk (ed. C. de Boor 1:322.11-25) as well as in the Synaxarium of Constantinople, for 
instance in the entries on St Akepsimas (col. 189.19-22) or on St Philetairos (col. 695.46-696.2). 


3 On the basis of this passage L. Tomić, Fragmenti jednog istoriskog spisa IX veka, Zbornik Rad. 
110 Viz. Inst. 1 (1952) 78-85, dated the text in the second half of the ninth century. 


But is the style of the two fragments really identical, as GRÉGOIRE asserted without any 
argumentation? We have some doubts. Of course, similar expressions can be noticed ín both 
fragments, for instance ποιήσας ἡμέρας τινας (p. 28.43, 29.51 and 51.50, 71.584-85), but 
there are differing features as well. First of all, the Scriptor Incertus abounds in non-classi- 
cal words borrowed from the spoken language: μουλτεύσαντες (р. 44.144, cf. μοῦλτος in 
Theoph. 476.16), πάκτα χρυσίου (р. 51.51, cf. Theoph. 470.11, 13 etc), ἐρόγευσεν (р. 
55.158, cf. ῥόγα in Theoph. 486.4 etc), ποιοῦντες μαιουμάδας (p. 40.47, cf. Theophn. 
451.26), τζαγγάριος (p. 60.288), στραγλομαλωτάρια καὶ νακοτάπητα (р. 56.184-85), 
στρογγυλοπρόσωπος (p. 50.27), and so forth.^ There is not a single word of this type in the 
story of the expedition of 811. Describing Nikephoros' followers, the author of thestory uses 
general terms patrikioi, archontes, axiomatikoi (p. 27.7) whereas the Scriptor incertus is not 
afraid of specific official terms such as logothetes (p. 51.70, 52.95) or megas domestikos (p. 
43.130). Moreover, while Theophanes (p. 491.27) boldly speaks of a σοῦδα, the story of the 
expedition of 811, in the corresponding passage, prefers the classical φραγμός (p. 29.72, 
31.104). Another lexical distinction between the two texts is the Scriptor's affection for the 
word λοιπόν that at least 29 times opens sentences whereas we find only two cases of such 
use of the word in the story of the expedition. 

It seems that the style of the story of the expedition is more dynamic than that of the 
Scriptor: not only the narration about the battle of 811 is teeming with verbs of movement, 
but a less dramatic episode, Nikephoros' actions in Krum's capital, contains numerous 
active verbs and participles: ἤρξατο διαμερίζειν, ἀνοίχας, διένεµε, ἀνελθών, διακενῶν, 
ἠγάλλετο καὶ ἔλεγεν, etc. On the other hand, the Scriptor has a predilection to the verbs of 
stability; describing the expedition of Michael I against the Bulgarians he employs such 
verbs ao ἵσταντο παρατεταγμένοι (twice p. 41.59 and 61), στέκω (р. 1.63 and 71), 
παρετάχαντο (1.57); even ἔρηομαι appears in a figurative sense — ἦλθον εἰς ἀδυναμίαν 
(1. 65). Later on, the verbs of flight and persecution are used, primarily ἔφυγου and 
κατεδίωχαν, which are necessary to depict a retreat of an army. 

The causation of events in both fragments can be differently characterized. 
Nikephoros, in the story of his expedition, is arrogant, he boasted of his justice and is sure 
of God's support; he perished, formulates the author, due to his silliness and imposture (p. 
32.154-55). Michael I, in the Scriptor incertus, explains defeat of his father-in-law referring 
to a much general cause: God, he declares, was not benevolent (οὐκ εὐδοκεῖ instead of the 
ed. εὐδοπεῖ to Nikephoros and his kin (р. 44.133-35). The image of Nikephoros, the pro- 
tagonist of the first fragment, is relatively free from sweeping generalizations, the anony- 
mous author does not like him but envisages him as a human being although bad (arrogant); 
the image of Leo V, the protagonist of the Scriptor incertus, is that of a standard "tyrant": 
to describe him the writer heaps habitual negative epithets such as cruel, impious, adulter- 
ated, coward, miserable, the son of perdition, the man who destroyed the church, and so on. 
It does not mean that the Scriptor was unable to observe details, just the contrary: his dia- 
logues are colorful, for instance he narrates how the patrikios Thomas asked the emperor to 
send two wagons (or horses — ὀχήματα, instead of ed. ὀνόματα) to carry away the patriarch 
[Nikephoros] who was sick and unable to walk (p. 68.511-15). The image of the enemy, 
however, is abstract. 


4 On the rare term στεφανίτης that the Scriptor shares with Theophanes see I. RocHov, Zwei 
missverstandene Termini in der Chronik des Theophanes, ByzSlav 47 (1986) 26f. 
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Thus it would be more cautious to consider the two fragments as independent: the story 
of the expedition of 811 is a martyrion, written (probably) in the second half of the ninth 
century) in a language remote from the colloquial idiom; it was close, in its character, to the 
Martyrion of the Twenty Sabaites, while the Scriptor incertus, in its vocabulary and in its 
animosity toward Iconoclasm, reminds of Theophanes and could be produced as an attempt 
to continue “the jewel of the middle Byzantine historiography.”> 


5 The words of I. SEVCENKO, The Search of the Past in Byzantium ariund the Year 800, Dumbarton 
112 Oaks Papers 46 (1992) 287. 


Prescription in the Macedonian Novels on Preemption: 
A Linguistic, Legal and Political Inquiry ` 


Danuta M. GÓRECKI (Urbana-Champaign, Ш.) 


It is firmly established in the current literature that the Macedonian novels on preemption 
aimed at protecting the imperial fiscal system whose structure was based on a network of 
rural communities. In the past, most historians have tended to emphasize the philanthropic 
premises of the Macedonian legislation.! Indeed, there is ample evidence of imperial com- 
passion for the peasants suffering from the 927/28 famine. Nevertheless, already prior to the 
famine, Romanus Lecapenus warned against the dangerous investment policies of the pow- 
erful (dynatoi) who, by undercutting the integrity of the rural community, jeopardized the 
military and economic stability of the empire.” 

I. Two historical developments had determined the fiscal role of the rural community: 
WDiocletian’s reforms, which included taxation of land for the first time in Roman history; 
and (2) the rise of peasant land ownership in the time immediately following the reform. The 
combination of these two events was conducive to a subsequent establishment of two kinds 
of taxation units in the system of controlling income from land: the homodula and the homo- 
kensa. A homodulon encompassed all the land that belonged to a single large landowner, 
and was cultivated by dependent colons, “ subject to the same service”. A homokenson 
encompassed the land that belonged to individual small landowners, who cultivated it by 
themselves, paid their taxes individually and were “subject to the same tax-unit”.3 


* 


The introductory part of this article was presented at the XIX International Congress of 
Byzantine Studies, University of Copenhagen, 18-24 August, 1996. 


Iacknowledge the financial assistance provided by the Univ. of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
Library during my research on this subject matter. 


1 У. G. VASILEVSKI, Materialy dlia vnutriennoi istorii vizantiiskogo gosudarstva, Zhurnal 
Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosveshcheniia 202 (1879), reprinted in his Trudy, v. 4, Leningrad 1930, p. 
250-331, at p. 272. 


2 The protection of peasants against the loss of their social status and of the rural community 
against erosion of land-supply under its jurisdiction, for centuries represented an essential element of 
imperial policy to maintain a balance between the supply of income-producing land in hands of peas- 
ants and in hands of the powerful respectively. As some historians suggest, the philanthropic and reli- 
gious references in the novels were just a smoke-screen for a struggle between the emperor and the 
aristocracy, or among the aristocracy themselves, for ultimate political power. E. BACH, Les lois 
agraires byzantines du Хе siécle, Classica and Medievalia 5 (1942); В. Morris, The Powerful and 
the Poor in Tenth Century Byzantium, Past and Present 73 (1976) 3-27, at p. 27; S. A. KAMER, 
Emperors and Aristocrats in Byzantium 976-1081, Harvard 1983, PhD Thesis, p. 5-8; 129-135. 


3 КЕЕ. ZACHARIA VON LINGENTHAL, Geschichte des griechisch-römischen Rechts, 3. Aufl., Berlin 
1892, p. 228-229; P. LEMERLE, The Agrarian History of Byzantium from the Origins to the Twelfth 
Century: the Sources and the Problems, Galway 1979, p. 19. Selected works consulted for present- 
ing the socio-economic background for this study include: Е. DÖLGER, Beiträge zur Geschichte des 
byzantinischen Finanzverwaltung besonders des 10. und 11. Jh., Leipzig 1927; M. F. HENDY, The 
Economy, Fiscal Administration and Coinage of Byzantium, Northhampton 1989; M. KAPLAN, Les 
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The socio-economic consequences of the Diocletianic tax reform emerged rapidly. The 
politically powerful landowners could easily avoid taxation as potential allies or adversaries 
of the state and dynastic policies of the emperor. The peasant landowners, who had no such 
influence, emerged as the most reliable, and at the same time the most vulnerable, source of 
state income from land. Moreover, imperial efforts to extract maximum revenue from land 
soon resulted in the policy of compulsory allottments of barrens to the rural community (epi- 
bole), and in the imposition of taxes for this land on the rural community. These develop- 
ments resulted in abandonment of land by peasant land owners ruined by their excessive fis- 
cal duties, and the rapid spread of the patrocinium, a process that, eventually, led to trans- 
fer of peasant's property to his patron. The imperial administration responded in different 
ways to these two phenomena that jeopardized the integrity of rural communities. The taxes 
from abandoned land were forcibly distributed by state officials among more prosperous 
community members; the patrocinium became prohibited by imperial constitutions since the 
middle of the fourth century. The constitution of Leo and Arthemius of 468, which decreed 
that *not licere metrocomiae loca sua ad extraneos transferre," was the last one in that 
series.* 

This evolution, and the fate of the rural community viewed as an agency of state fiscal 
administration, are illustrated by the Codex Theodosianus, the Codex Justinianus, the 
Nomos Georgikos, and the Macedonian novels. All these sources prove that with respect to 
peasant land, the institution of ownership turned into a legal instrument of imperial fiscal 
Control? “In the popular mind, ownership as an individual's absolute legal power over an 
object is among... the most striking characteristics of Roman law. For several decades, how- 
ever, Romanists have done their best to demonstrate... that even the mature Roman owner- 
ship must be interpreted against a background of all of sorts of extra-legal restraints such as 
tradition, ethics, state interest."$ All these sources show that since the early fourth century 
the state interests depended on the efficiency of the rural community to such an extent that 
no ‘extra-legal restrains’ could suffice for the protection of these interests. In order to ade- 


hommes et la terre à Byzance du VIe au XIe siècle: propriété et exploitation du soil, Paris 1992; M. 
KasER, Rómisches Privatrecht, 2 vls., Munich 1971, 1975; J. KARAYANNOPULOS, Die kollektive 
Steuerverantwortung in der frühbyzantinischen Zeit, Vierteljahrschrift für Sozial- und 
Wirtschaftsgeschichte 43 (1956) 289-322; J. A. B. MORTREUIL, Histoire du droit byzantin ou du droit 
romain dans l'empire d'Orient, Réimpression de l'éd. 1843-46, Osnabruck 1966; G. OSTROGORSK Y, 
History of the Byzantine State, New Brunswick 1966; idem, Die lándliche Steuergemeinde des byzan- 
tinischen Reiches in 10. Jahrhundert, Vierteljahrschrift für Sozial- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte 22 
(1927); N. Svoronos, Les novelles des empereurs Macedoniens concernant la terre et les stratiotes. 
Introduction, édition, commentaires, ed. par P. Gounaridis, Athenes 1994; review article by L. 
BURGMANN, Editio per testamentum, Rechtshistorisches Journal 13 (1994) 455-479. 

4 M. GELZER, Studien der byzantinischen Verwaltung Aegyptens, Leipzig 1909, p. 72-77; F. de 
ZULUETA, De patrociniis vicorum: a Commentary on Codex Theodosianus 11,24 and Codex 
Justinianus 11,54, Oxford, 1909. 

5 D. GÓRECKI, A Farmer Community of the Byzantine Middle-Ages: Historiography and Legal 
Analysis of Sources, Byz. Studies/Et. byzantines 9 (1982) 169-198, at p. 182-186; M. KASER, Das 
Privatrecht, v.1, p. 425-426, v. 2, p. 261-265. 

6 D. DAUBE, Fashions and Idiosyncrasies in the Exposition of the Roman Law of Property, in: 
Theories of Property, ed. by A. Parel and T. Flanagan, Waterloo, Ont. 1979, pp. 35-60, at p. 37. 


quately limit the peasant's ‘absolute power’ over his land, the legislators had to reach for the 
authority of positive law. Two institutions were designed to implement this goal: preemp- 
tion and prescription. Preemption prohibited the peasant from selling his land to an outsider, 
a transaction that would decrease the supply of land under the jurisdiction of the rural com- 
munity. Prescription enabled the peasant who had sold his land in violation of the law of 
preemption to vindicate his property. 

While the question of preemption has been broadly discussed in the literature,’ this 
essay attempts to explore for the first time the problem of prescription in the Macedonian 
era. As P. LEMERLE observed, an exploration of the Macedonian novels poses “an enormous 
task for philologists and legal historians, a task whose results, no doubt, have many surpris- 
es in store.” The first of these surprises is that modern scholars are not the first to find the 
matter of prescription difficult to interpret. Contemporary Byzantine lawyers themselves 
had to cope with ambiguous terms which often meant different things in different times; and 
with changes in, or additions to, younger versions of the novels. The latter reflected either 
mistakes of copyists, or compilers' editorial ideas, or, finally, falsifications by jurists and 
bureaucrats, made in order to mitigate the sharpness of - as Romanus Lecapenus put it - 
"the cutting sword of legislation" against the abuses of the powerful.? But the most per- 
plexing surprise is that all these inaccuracies and forgeries put together were much less 
harmful for the enforcement of preemption law than Romanus Lecapenus' failure to ade- 
quately verbalize the problem of prescription in his novels. 

II. Two sets of linguistic inaccuracies impede the study of history in general: a wrong 
or imprecise use of terms by contemporary authors, and misinterpretation of terms used in 
the original texts by modern scholars. While the latter might affect only the task of recon- 
structing history, the failure to clearly verbalize norms of positive law in a way that would 
precisely convey the legislator's will affected the course of history itself. This is why the 
“linguistic aspects and increased attention to this province is definitely one modern trend” 
in exploring legal history.!° 

According to D. DAUBE, the process of transformation of human behavior into institu- 
tions begins with the transition of a verb into an action-noun. "People sell and donate for a 


7 M. G. PLATON, Observations sur le droit de protimesis en droit byzantin, Paris 1906, p. 1-89; 
OSTROGORSKY, Steuergemeinde..., p. 32-39; N. Svoronos, Les novelles..., р. 12-40; ZACHARIA, 
Geschichte..., p. 239-245. 

8 LEMERLE, History, p. 86. 

9 Quotation: ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 214, lines 14-16. Unless indicated otherwise, all short-phrase quo- 
tations from the novels are translated by Ch. BRAND, {con and Minaret: Sources of Byzantine and 
Islamic Civilization, Prentice Hall 1969, p. 79-91. N. Svoronos, Recherches sur la tradition 
juridique à Byzance: La Synopsis major des Basiliques et ses appendices, Paris 1964; idem, 
Remarques sur la tradition du texte de la novelle de Basile II concernant les puissants, Zbornik 
Radova Viz. Inst. 8 (1964) 427-434, at p. 427-428; idem, Les priviléges de l'Eglise à l'époque des 
Comnénes: un rescrit inédit de Manuel Ër Comnéne, Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965) 325-391, at p. 
352. 


Юю DAUBE, Fashion... p. 41. 
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long time before sale and donation came in as a result of abstraction, systematization, clas- 
sification. The doings have become institutions."!! 

The action-noun praescriptio was already well known in Republican Rome. It denoted 
a measure ex iure gentium to preclude an actio against a possessor of land in the provinces 
after a ten-year possession inter praesentes and a twenty-year possession inter absentes. It 
was extinctory, and thus had no impact on the legal status of the possessor. On the other 
hand, the usucapio precluded after two years any action against a possessor ex iure 
Quiritium who either held the land with the intention of becoming its owner, or acquired its 
ownership in a defective way. Therefore, the usucapio was also acquisitory. It either vali- 
dated the owner's rights, or transformed a possessor into an owner. But even if praescriptio 
in the sense of a lapse of time (a preclusion or a statute of limitations in Continental 
European and Anglo-American legal languages respectively) is an action-noun, there have 
been doubts as to its legal qualification among contemporary Roman jurists and modern 
scholars alike. Was it an institution? Was the lapse of time an element of substantive law 
since it might originate or validate ownership, or was it of a mere procedural character as a 
prerequisite of any litigation against an unlawful owner or possessor? What was the precise 
content of its conditions, which medieval commentators combined into a smart hexameter: 
res habilis, titulusque, fides, possessio, tempus? Legal handbooks defined these five terms 
in a rather simplistic manner. Res habilis denoted an object that was not exempted from 
commercial traffic either by its nature or by law; the Law of the XII Tables and the Lex 
Atinia excluded res furtivae, while the Lex Iulia and Plautia excluded res vi possessae from 
this category of objects. Titulus was to be iustus, such as in the payment of price, dowry, or 
inheritance; the fides was to be bona, that is, the possessor needed to be convinced that his 
possessio was lawful. Possessio was not to be challenged by claim of another person during 
the time prescribed by law, i.e. tempus."? 

D. Norr, who analyzed prescription from the fourth century B.C. to 200 A.D., found 
this analysis very confusing, right from the question of whether prescription represented an 
element of substantive or procedural law. One source shows “the normal function... of pre- 
scription... [but at the same time] warns us against judging the rigour of such rules of pro- 
cedure... [because of] the liberality with which one could ignore principles of procedure.” 
Other sources show that “the protection of possession does not have its basis in definite legal 
norms, but is founded upon a series of unsystematically arranged points of view. ... [They 
prove that] we cannot yet speak of a legal institution based on a lapse of time."!? In additon, 


H Loc. cit., plus p. 49, n. 18 with reference to his Roman Law 1969, p. 11 ff. 


2 Gaii Inst. 2.6, 4-9; 41.3.18; E. Levy, Roman Vulgar Law, Philadelphia 1951, p. 179-194; 
W.W. BUCKLAND, Textbook of Roman Law from Augustus to lustinian, Cambridge 1932, р. 248-252; 
Hexameter in W. OSUCHOWSKI, Zarys rzymskiego prawa prywatnego, Warszawa 1962, p. 311 
(Outlines of Roman Private Law); literature: B. FRESE, Aus dem graeko-aegyptischen Rechtsleben: 
eine papyrologische Studie, Halle 1909, p. 14; D. NÖRR, Die Entstehung der „longi temporis prae- 
scriptio “: Studien zum Einfluss der Zeit im Recht und zur Rechtspolitik in der Kaiserzeit, Кош 1969, 
in particular p. 74-107 and 108-113; idem, Time and the Acquisition of Ownership in the Law of the 
Roman Empire, The Irish Jurist 3 (1968) 352-362. 


E Mopp, Time.:. р. 355-356; 357. 





the inconsistent application of prescription resulted in varying terminology for the lapse of 
time, in varying requirements for its duration, and in uncertainty as to its continuous or tem- 
porary character. NÓRR's thesis that this measure was institutionalized as the longi temporis 
praescriptio of ten or twenty years by Septimus Severus in 200 (P. Strassb. 22; P.BGU 267) 
is very convincing. It was an epoch when "government looked for stability after civil wars 
and revolutions,... [and when jurisprudence strove to replace] casuistic legal thinking by 
legal concepts and institutions."!^ 

NÖRR forcefully stressed that the institution of longi temporis praescriptio was 
designed "to stabilize legal conditions of ownership [in order to] secure regular and suffi- 
cient sums of taxation. ... It was no longer a judge or an official but a 
legal norm which would decide under what conditions the lapse of 
time should be taken under consideration" (D.G.'s emphasis). Nevertheless, 
NÓRR also stressed that “many requirements [of the new legal institution] remained vague 
and uncertain,” and the tendency to limit the longi temporis praescriptio to land arose under 
Diocletian's rule for the first time.!5 

HI. State fiscal interests became a fundamental factor in shaping the socio-economic 
and legal history of Byzantium in the era marked by the Constitutio Antoniniana, which 
granted Roman citizenship to inhabitants of the provinces; by the Diocletianic reform of tax- 
ation; by Constantine the Great's attachment of peasants to their place of origin; and by the 
emergence of peasant ownership of land. *With the abdication of Diocletian - E. LEvv com- 
mented - a different Roman law began to unfold, which... was governed by social and eco- 
nomic rather that legal considerations. ... The duty to cultivate the soil and take over addi- 
tional barren land if so ordered reduced a private owner to a kind of functionary whose 
doings and forbearances were determined by the interests of the state in hardly lesser degree 
than by his own. ... Taxation and munera molded the private law."!6 Simultaneously, to 
populate unproductive land at any price, Constatine the Great extended the longi temporis 
praescriptio to a forty-year possession without need for iusta causa (i.e. just title and good 
faith). This time condition was gradually reduced to thirty years, most likely because it cor- 
responded to the life-span of one generation, a concept of customary law long known in 
Greece as the genea, and in Rome as the saeculum. In the context of these developments, 
the Diocletianic longi temporis praescriptio, which was both extinctory and acquisitory, 
began to remove the difference between Italic and provincial land, Consequently, the term 
usucapio ceased to be mentioned in official sources after 340.17 

In his De usucapione transformanda (C.J. 7.3.), Justinian gave himself credit for all 
those changes that transformed the classical usucapio and the pretorian temporis praescrip- 
tio into the longi temporis praescriptio of ten or twenty years. Similarly, in his thirty-year 
'extraordinary' longissimi temporis praescriptio, Justinian adopted Constantine's concept 


14 Nor, Time... p. 357-358; idem, Entstehung... p. 75-76. 

15 NÖRR, Time... р. 359; idem, Entstehung... р. 76-78, 83. 

16 Levy, Vulgar Law..., p. 7, 100. 

17 Levy, Vulgar Law..., p. 179-181; 184; 186-7; P. Col. 181-182 (in FRESE, Aus... Rechtsleben, 
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of possession without a just cause.!? Later, he also reached for the forty-year term with 
respect to actions concerning imperial, ecclesiastical, and fiscal property. In this way, the 
concept of validating a possession without a just cause passed to Byzantine jurisprudence. 

IV. The series of Macedonian novels on preemption opened with Leo VI's changes of 
its procedures by permitting a peasant to sell his land “to whomever he wishes without hin- 
drance and without appel."!? Romanus Lecapenus stated in his novel of 922 that these 
changes resulted in “contradictions and imprecision of two conflicting laws,"?? and cleared 
the matter in the spirit of the anakatharsis ton palaion nomon.?! He appealed to the civic 
conscience of the powerful, and explained the danger of their investment policies to the eco- 
nomic and military welfare of the empire. But at the same time the emperor exempted from 
the rigors of preemption such transactions as gifts, inheritance or dowry among relatives, 
and thus literally invited the powerful to circumvent the law. 

And there came the famine and pestilence of the winter of 927/28. According to 
Byzantine chroniclers, ecological disasters of varying kinds, which destroyed land and 
reduced the density of the rural population, occured quite frequently in the empire.?? They 
were, so to speak, built into the fabric of its everyday life, together with some defensive 
mechanisms for coping with the economic consequences of these disasters. But the cata- 
clysm of 927/28 was different. Its destructiveness was amplified by the fact that the famine 


18 Levy, Vulgar Law..., p. 177. 


19 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 186-187; P. NOAILLES - A. DAIN, Les novelles de Léon VI le Sage: texte et 
traduction, Paris 1944, p. 376-377. Some scholars, starting with ZACHARIA, Geschichte, p. 239 up to, 
most recently, A. SCHMINCK, "Novellae extravagantes" Leons VI, Subseciva Groningana: Studies in 
Roman and Byzantine Law 4 (1990) 195-209, question authenticity of this novel. SvoRoNos (Les 
novelles, p.44-45) claims that this is an epitome of the original perished text, modeled on the consti- 
tution of Leo and Arthemius of 468. Quotation: LEMERLE, Agrarian History, p. 90. 


20 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 198-204. Quotation from LEMERLE, loc.cit. I do not share views of the schol- 
ars who have accepted N. SVORONOS' correction of the novel's date to 928. The novel's goal was to 
preserve "a certain state of equilibrium of which there is cause to fear the break up" (LEMERLE, 
Agrarian History, p. 93). Svoronos himself asserted that Leo VI's novel generated much confusion 
(Les novelles, р. 29, 33). KAPLAN, while cautiously following SvoRONOS' change, discusses some 
obvious aspects of the novel which might indicate its promulgation prior to the famine (Les hommes, 
p. 415-416). Comprehensive studies by A. KAMBOS, Spudes sto dikaio protimeseos (a doctoral thesis 
in M/S, Athens), confirm most forcefully the year 922 as the date of the first novel by Romanus 
Lecapenus. 

21 Basil I’s idea of creating his own updated and purified codification of Byzantine law concurred 
with the spirit of the Photian Renaissance and its reaction against the decadence of intellectual life in 
the empire. In the area of jurisprudence, Photius was personally involved with the emperor's pro- 
gram, called the anakatharsis ton palaion потоп. According to SVORONOS, "the era of the 
Macedonians, this is from Basil I... to Constantine VII, was marked by [that] great legislative activ- 
ity which aimed at protecting the coherence of the rural community and free it from abuses of the 
powerful”, in: La Civiltà bizantina dal IX all’ XI secolo: aspetti e problemi, 2 vols. Roma 1977-78, 
v. 2, p. 141-144, 166, transl. by D.G. The best coverage of legal sources concerning this subject in 
MORTREUIL, Histoire du droit..., v. 2, p. 19-72; for the most recent contribution concerning this move- 
ment and its intellectual background: P. PIELER, „Anakatharsis ton palaion потоп“ und makedoni- 
sche Renaissance, Subseciva Groningana: Studies in Roman and Byzantine Law 3 (1989) 61-77. 


22 N. SKABALANOVICH, Vizantiiskoe gosudarstvo i tserkov' v XI veke, S.-Peterburg 1884, p. 249- 
252. 


and pestilence did not act alone. Since about the mid-eighth century, the powerful had been 
acquiring peasant land, and thus gradually eroding the integrity of rural communities. The 
prolonged and unusually cold winter gave them new opportunities to buy this land for a frac- 
tion of its market value, or even for a sack of grain. 

In his next novel issued in 934, Romanus Lecapenus called the powerful worse than “a 
pestilence for the wretched peasants,” and “a gangrene inflicting utter destruction... on the- 
body of villagers,” removed all the loopholes which enabled the powerful to circumvent pre- 
emption law; invalidated their past acquisitions effected from 928 to 934 in violation of this 
law; and declared invalid all such transactions in the future.23 Violators of this law were to 
be expelled from the illicit acquisitions without compensation, and pay a fine to the treasury. 
However, the novel of 934 failed to mention the matter of prescription, and thus left the 
Justinianic longi and longissimi temporis praescriptiones unchanged. Merely sixty years 
later, in his novel of 996, Basil II vividly depicted and angrily deplored the results of 
Romanus Lecapenus' omission.?* However, he blamed the bureaucrats rather than the leg- 
islator for its consequences. Looking at this omission from a legal viewpoint, one can hypot- 
hesize that both Romanus Lecapenus and Basil II might have assumed that exclusion of 
peasant land from the category of res habiles automatically eliminated any acquisitory pre- 
scription with respect to this land. But the greedy investors and the corrupt state officials 
eagerly took advantage of the situation and disregarded Romanus’ obvious intention to for- 
ever prohibit the powerful from acquiring land in the peasant community. To eliminate the 
results of this abusive misinterpretation of imperial will in the past and in the future, Basil 
II retroactively abolished any prescription that would either preclude vindication of peasant 
land or validate ownership of peasant land sold during and after the famine of 927/28 in vio- 
lation of preemption. 

V. In order to find out how the matter of preemption and prescription was approached 
by judicial practice, one has to analyze this question in coniunction with two specific aspects 
of the fiscal administration of the rural community. 

(1) The powerful buyer and the preemption law. In the context of pre- 
emption law, one associates the term dynatos with a wealthy landlord from outside of the 
community, and the term penes with a community member who was compelled to illegally 
sell his land to an outsider. However, even at first glance, the reading of the novels makes 
it clear that not every dynatos was prohibited from acquiring land in the rural community, 
and that not every member of the community was permitted to buy land of his neighbor. At 
whom, then, were the restrictions of preemption law addressed? 

In the official list of persons who were forbidden “to steal into the village” Romanus 
Lecapenus enumerated high ranking civilian, military, and ecclesiastical personages - in 
short - men of wealth, authority, and political power. Yet in his novel of 922 the emperor 
specified a more general criterion for being a dynatos: the ability to intimidate. This criteri- 
on - as Romanus Lecapenus himself stated - also applied to community members who, 
either thanks to their connections, or because they were officials of the communal govern- 


23 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 205-241. Quotation: p. 210, lines 7-14. 
2 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 262-272. 
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ment, were able to influence their neighbors' fate on a daily basis. In his novel of 996, Basil 
II harshly reproached this category of powerful insiders for their greed and ruthlessness in 
accumulating substantial wealth at the expense of their fellow community members 23 

As mentioned above, the novel of 922 allowed the powerful to acquire land by adop- 
tion, gift, testament, exchange, and so forth, from peasants in case of their mutual family 
ties. The powerful were also allowed to buy, rent or exchange properties in communities in 
which they already owned land. This meant that the powerful could belong to the rural 
community and, as its member, pay taxes, share the burden of the collective liability, and 
enjoy the right of preemption. 

However, as the Taxation Treatise and the Zavorda Treatise prove, the powerful out- 
siders could legally acquire land abondened by the community members.26 According to the 
Byzantine property law reflected in these two treatises, a peasant who abandoned his land 
retained ownership of his property for the next thirty years, during which the tax for this land 
was paid by the community. However in the case of such extreme poverty within the com- 
munity that the burden of this liability would result in more flight of its members, the aban- 
doned land could be exempted from taxes by an act of sympatheia.?! In order to secure 
income from the tax exempted "sympathetic" land, an imperial inspector had to offer this 
land for lease. Romanus Lecapenus' 922 novel mandated that a contract of lease was also 
subject to preemption law. But if the community members refused - which presumably hap- 
pened often because of their poverty - the inspector had to do *whatever he wishe[d]" to 
keep the tax exempted land productive.2? In this way, the powerful outsiders became the 
most welcome solution for both the inspector and the fisc. Moreover, as "taxpayers enrolled 
upon the same taxed area, even if their own taxes were paid in different places, 7» the pow- 
erful outsiders acquired, in effect, the status of insiders entitled to preemption with respect 
to the land they rented. It was also not too difficult for the powerful outsiders to penetrate 
prosperous rural communities in which the problem of tax exempted land did not exist. 
After the thirty-year prescription time for expiration of the proprietary rights of the absent 
owner, the abandoned land was declared state property (klasma)?? and, as such, detached 


25 LEMERLE argued (Agrarian History..., p. 95-96) that the Greek terms penetes and ptochoi 
should not be interpreted as *poor' but as *weak' due to thelack of their ability to resist the intimida- 
tion and not due to their lack of financial assets. This interpretation seems too narrow. As the novels 
prove, there were masses of peasants so poor that they did not need any intimidation in order to sell 
their land in face of hunger and death. 

26 The Taxation Treatise Cod. Marc. Gr. 173, ed. by DÖLGER, Beiträge..., p. 113-123; The 
Zavorda Treatise in J. KARAYONNOPULOS, Fragmente aus dem Vademecum eines byzantinischen 
Finanzbeamten, in: Polychronion. Festschrift Franz Dólger, Heidelberg 1966, p. 318-334. 

n Taxation Treatise, p. 116, lines 7-10; 118, lines 21-42; 119, lines 1-37; Zavorda Treatise, p. 
321, lines 13-24; p. 323, lines 86-90. 

28 Zavorda Treatise, p. 322, lines 86-90; G. G. LITAVRIN, Opisthotelia: К’ voprosu o nadelenii 
kresti'an zemlei v Vizantii X-XI gg. Viz. Vrem. 39 (1978) 46-53 gives account of a most interesting 
form of lease which was, in fact, a conditional sale; D. GÓRECKI, Fiscal Control of Unproductive 
Land in Tenth Century Byzanntium: Policies and Politics, Fontes Minores 10 (1997) forthcoming. 
29 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 202, lines 6-9. 

30 Taxation Treatise, p. 116, lines 8-19; 119, lines 33-34. 


from the jurisdiction of rural community in order to save the community from the collective 
liability for ownerless land and, at the same time, to make it taxable by a sale to a new 
owner. As property of the fisc, klasmatic land had to be sold according to the principle of 
preemption for a fraction of its market value and subject to reduced tax.3! Hence, it was only 
a matter of bureaucratic maneuvering to secure the bargain for the powerful. When sold, 
klasmatic land became an independent fiscal unit (idiostaton), totally detached from the 
administration of the rural community.?? 

In sum, these two ways whereby the powerful could legally acquire either sympathet- 
ic or klasmatic land had different impact on the fate of the rural community. The presence 
of tbe powerful in the community posed no imminent risk to the fisc. On the contrary, the 
fact that the powerful provided income from the sympathetic land in lieu of the indigent 
peasants was quite beneficial to the state. But this presence implied a future economic 
expansion by the powerful, which in turn acclerated the degradition of peasant landowners 
into rural workers. And it was this change within the socio-economic structure of Byzantine 
peasantry which jeopardized the vital interests of the state, as Romanus Lecapenus firmly 
stated in both his novels. However, it was the increasing number of idiostata that gradually 
weakened the fiscal and administrative integrity of the rural community, and thus constitut- 
ed the most direct and potent force in the decay of the institution itself. 

(2) The peasant sellers and the disintegration of the rural com- 
munity. All the Macedonian novels sound as if the progressing disintegration of the rural 
community resulted entirely from persistent acquisitions of peasant land by powerful out- 
siders. Eventually, since preemption law failed to stop this disintegration, the point of grav- 
ity of Macedonian legislation shifted away from preemption toward thematter of vindicat- 
ing the land sold in violation of this law. But could every seller afford such action? 

Since Constantine the Great subjected rural communities to the duty of paying taxes for 
barren land forcibly allotted to their territories, the ratio between a peasant’ yield from his 
property and his fiscal duties gradually became upset. Next to the maintenance of his house- 
hold and the payment of his own taxes, the peasant had to share the burden of the epibole. 
This burden kept on growing along with the increased supply of land abandoned by impov- 
erished community members. Under the Justinianic rule, this ratio was further shattered by 
the peasant’s individual duty to pay taxes for the land of his absent neighbor. In addition, 
the peasants became vulnerable to the abuses of greedy and unscrupulous tax collectors, 
who were personally liable for collection of the due revenue in full, and authorized to keep 
the surplus for themselves. Moreover, rural communities very seldom benefited from the 
privilege of autopragia, which would allow them to pay their taxes directly to the fisc.33 


31 Price: Zavorda Treatise, p. 322, lines 27-29; 323, lines 74-76; tax: 324, lines 99-100, Taxation 
Treatise, p. 120, lines 13-16. 

32 Taxation Treatise, p. 116, lines 1-23. 

B R. REMANDON, Les contradictions de la société égyptienne, Journ. of Juristic Papyrology 18 
(1974) 17-32, at p. 18-21; KARAYONNOPULOS, Steuerverantwortung..., p. 309; H. I. BELL, An Egyptian 
village in the Age of Justinian, Journ. of Hellenic Studies 64 (1944) 21-36. 
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The golden era of the Byzantine countryside, opened with the Heraclian policies of 
colonization and effective curbs on the expansion of the aristocracy, did not last long. 
Already the second half of the eighth century witnessed a rise of the aristocratic families 
who benefited in particular from Irene's efforts to buy popularity with her subjects by means 
substantial tax cuts. Nicephorus I, who inherited from Irene an empty treasury and general 
economic chaos, began his reign with harsh fiscal reform.?* Concerning the rural population, 
he combined the peasant's individual liability for his neighbor's taxes (introduced by 
Justinian), and the community's liability for its unproductive land (initiated by Constantine 
the Great's epibole) into a single principle of collective liability.35 Not all peasants were able 
to cope with these fiscal requirements. The increasing oppression led to uprisings of the 
rural population, and intensified the trend among destitute peasants to sell or abandon their 
1апд.36 This trend accelerated with the revival of the aristocracy and their political signifi- 
cance, which reached its peak under Leo VI. It is not clear whether Leo’s changes of pre- 
emption law were generated by their influence. ZACHARIA VON LINGENTHAL and 
OsTROGORSKY claimed that this change meant the abolition of preemption, and thus bene- 
fited the powerful. LEMERLE maintained that Leo’s changes were intended to benefit the 
peasants. SVORONOS claimed that while the emperor sought to limit injustice with respect to 
peasant sellers, his change of preemption law generated other kinds of abuses and increased 
confusion. KAPLAN worked out a kind of compromise by asserting that Leo VI, indeed, tried 
to make sale of land easier for peasants in order to increase the number of taxpayers, but at 
some risk of jeopardizing the principles of preemption.37 

The risk was rather substantial in view of the two inseparable factors of intimidation 
and poverty. These problems are consistently referred to in all Macedonian novels on pre- 
emption issued between 922 and 996. Intimidation became a circumstance in evaluating the 
powerful buyer’s right to compensation for the price of the land. The seller’s poverty 
became a circumstance in adjusting the conditions of this compensation to the peasant’s eco- 
nomic potential. The payment could be deferred for three or five years, or paid in install- 


34 W. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine Revival 780-824, Stanford 1988, p. 117-118, 126, 130-131, 
149-152. 


35 This liability was implemented by two institutions: the allelengyon, that is, the duty of every 
peasant to pay taxes for abandoned land of his neighbor, and the epibole, that is, the duty of the entire 
community to make up for any deficit in the due revenue caused by insolvency of its members. The 
duty of allelengyon was compensated by theright to usufruct the abandoned land. The duty to cover 
taxes of insolvent neighbors who had not abandoned their land could not be compensated by the 
usufruct and therefore it was of a liturgical character. There is among the scholars no unanimity as to 
exact meaning of these terms. For account of their views and discussion see, GÓRECKI, A Farmer 
Community..., p. 184-185; eadem, The State and Rural Community from Ptolemaic Egypt to Medieval 
Byzantium: a historical Study in Light of the Papyri, Byzantiaka 6 (1986) 97-120, at p. 117-117. 

36 Constantine VII, De administrando imperio, ed. G. MORAVCSIK, transl. R. J. H. JENKINS, 
Washington, DC. 1967, paragraph 49-50; R. J. H. JENKINS, TheDate of the Slav Revolt in Peloponese 
under Romanus I, in: Late Classical and Medieval Studies inHonor of Albert Amthias Friend, Jr., 
Princeton 1955; A. P. KAZHDAN, Derevnia i gorod v Vizantii IX-X vv., Moscov 1960, p. 172-173, 
350-354; H. KÖPSTEIN, Zu den Agrarverhältnissen, in: Byzanz im 7. Jahrhundert: Untersuchungen 
zur Herausbildung des Feudalismus, Berlin 1978, p. 38-39. 


3 ZACHARIA, Geschichte..., p. 238, n. 780; OsTROGORSKY, History..., р. 225-226; LEMERLE, 
Agrarian History..., p. 90; KAPLAN, Les hommes..., p. 414; SvORONOS, Les novelles..., р. 29, 33. 


ments, by passing a surplus of the peasant's yearly income from the returned land to the 
creditor for as long as it took to discharge the peasant's obligation. The legislator's consid- 
eration for the economic situation of peasants who won their cases was obvious.?? But on 
the other hand, the novels also expressed imperial anxiety with respect to the impartiality of 
the courts. Hence, even if a peasant had a strong case, had managed to overcome intimida- 
tion, and had amassed enough money to reimburse the buyer for his land, he still had to face 
the pitfalls of judicial practice. 

VI. This detailed analysis of the legal, political, socio-economic, and moral background 
for reconstructing the history and the fate of prescription between 934 and 996 shows the 
range of circumstances that a judge had to consider in litigation of vindicatory actions con- 
cerning peasant land sold to the powerful. This analysis makes it clear how difficult in was 
for a decent judge to produce a just verdict, and how easy it was for a corrupt judge to serve 
the interests of the powerful. 

The judge's first and basic task in approaching a vindicatory claim of a peasant, who 
sold his land inviolation of preemption law, was to clarify whether the powerful buyer was 
entitled to buy land in the rural community. This was the most decisive question with respect 
to the buyer's and the seller's legal prospects alike. If the buyer did have a right title, the 
vindicatory claim was rejected; if he had violated the preemption law, the seller's claim was 
to be tried according to the conditions of the prescription. The complexity of this situation 
became further aggravated by Romanus Lecapenus' changes of preemption law, which were 
not matched by commensurate modifications of the prescription. Therefore, in-order to eval- 
uate the circumstances under which peasant land was acquired by the powerful, the judge 
had to cope with three sets of legal norms: those in force prior to the famine; those in force 
between 928 and 934; and those in force after 934. 

In his novel of 934, Romanus Lecapenus drew a borderline between the norms of pre- 
emption law in force prior to the famine and those applicable after 928. Therefore, the acqui- 
sitions of peasant land by the powerful effected prior to 928 were not subject to the new rig- 
ors of preemption. Nevertheless, it seems necessary to analyze the novel of 922 more close- 
ly because it contains very eloquent evidence for tracing the history of prescription after 
934, 

While the novel of 934 placed the blame for violations of preemption entirely on the 
powerful, the novel of 922 treated evenly both parties to any illegal transaction whereby 
ownership of peasant land was trasferred to the powerful. If exposed, such a transaction 
became invalidated: the buyer had to return the land to the seller, and the seller had to reim- 
burse the buyer for its price. When a fraudulent gift, dowry or inheritance were effected 
under oath at the request of the neighbors deprived of their priority because of alleged fam- 
ily ties betwen the seller and the buyer, the punishment was equally severe for both parties: 
the land and the price for the land had to be returned to the fisc, and the land was sold by 
the fisc to an authorized community member. However, this novel contained one single 
mandate in which the emperor did not punish the seller: when the dynatos resorted to intim- 
idation, he had to return the land to its owner without the right to recover the price. 


38 In particular ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 240-243, Theodore Decapolites’ notification by order of 
Romanus II at request of a theme judge. 
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By juxtaposing the earlier and the later versions of the 922 novel, М. SvORONOS singled 
out three paragraphs which were later added to the original text. However, he limited his 
comments to the statement that these additions were “de charactére adventice” and that the 
younger version “semble fortement interpolée et porte les marques évidentes de l'interven- 
tion d'un juriste ou d'une école de juristes qui adapterent la novelle de Romain I à leurs pro- 
pres idées sur la protimesis et la question des rapports entre faibles et puissants."?? But since 
these three interpolations concerned prescription, it is necessary to comment on their sub- 
stantive content. 

As mentioned above, the powerfulwho already owned estates in the community could 
legally buy land under its jurisdiction (JGR, I, p. 203, lines 26-30). The first interpolation 
dealt with estates offered for sale by these powerful community members to other powerful 
community members. In the event the powerful community members' refusal, the interpo- 
lation extended the right of preemption to powerful outsiders. Similarly, these outsiders 
were entitled to purchase klasmatic land from the fisc under the same conditions (JGR, I, p. 
203, lines 30-35). This interpolation was undoubtedly a reflection of Nicephorus Phocas’ 
novel of 966/67 which abolished the peasants' priority in acquisitions of the lands of their 
powerful neighbors.4 The novel decreed that, within the community, the powerful could sell 
only to the powerful, while the stratiotai and the peasants could sell only to buyers of their 
respective status. Hence, by expanding preemption to powerful outsiders, the interpolation 
clearly stretched this right far beyond the legislative objectives of Nicephorus Phocas, who 
was genuinely concerned with the integrity of rural communities, as his entire legislative 
initiative showed. 

The second addition dealt with a ten-year acquisitory prescription which validated all 
kinds of illegal acquisitions by the powerful, including the type noted above (JGR, I, p. 204, 
lines 1-4). In view of the absence of any norms concerning prescription in the novel of 922, 
one might assume that the interpolator simply sought to supplement the omitted norms; yet 
his intentions clearly emerge from a confrontation of the interpolation with the content of 
the Justinianic prescription. This prescription, both acquisitory and extinctory, required a 
ten-year possession under just title and in good faith, while a defective possession of private 
land without a just cause could be validated only by the thirty-year longissimi temporis 
praescriptio. With respect to klasmatic land, which was a property of the fisc, Justinian 
required a forty-year lapse of time. Hence this interpolation contained a double falsification 
of positive law: a change of the norms enacted by the 922 novel, and a change of the norms 
enacted by Justinian. The intention of this interpolation was obvious: to shorten the time for 
validation of an illegal transaction from thirty or forty years to ten. 

The last interpolation, contained in the third paragraph of the novel (JGR, I, p. 204, 
lines 5-12), dealt with vindication of military land. The term ‘military land’ originally denot- 
ed the property of a soldier and his family (stratiotikos oikos). After Constantine VII estab- 
lished the institution of the strateia in 949, this term meant a standard inalienable share of 
land worth 4 pounds of gold (stratiotikon ktematon), calculated to cover the fiscal and mil- 
itary obligations of a stratiotes. If a stratiotes’ supply of land exceeded that standard, he 


39 Svoronos, Les novelles..., p. 57-59, quotation, p. 58. 
Ke ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 253-255. 


retained ownership of the surplus and was free alienate it. In his rescrit with no date (ca. 
963/64)*! Nicephorus Phocas raised the value of the stratiotic share to 12 pounds of gold, 
and entitled the stratiotes to reclaim his previously alienated property in order to upgrade 
his military share to the new standard. But the text of the rescrit, composed of only three 
paragraphs, ends rather abruptly, and does not include any provision for the stratiotes’ vin- 
dicatory action. According to J. HALDON, "the fourth and last paragraph seems to be that 
mistakenly edited as para. 3 in Zepos... [p]. 203-204....”42 Nevertheless, the reference to the 
thirty-year prescription in this paragraph shows a new and quite perplexing function of this 
institution. This prescription implies that the emperor retroactively declared as defective the 
ownership of land acquired from a soldier in the past with no violation of preemption law, 
or of the standard for his military share. From a legal viewpoint, this land became exempt- 
ed from commercial traffic ex tunc, and thus only the Justinianic ‘extraordinary’ prescrip- 
tion for possession without just title validated the buyer's rights to this land. One has to 
emphasize the accidentality of this invalidation as well as of this prescription itself: it 
applied only to situations when a stratiotes had not enough private land to meet the new 
standard of 12 pounds of gold. 

The content of prescription being in use after 934 can be concluded from the norms of 
Romanus Lecapenus second novel concerning two kinds of transactions: (1) those that took 
place between 928 and 934, and were invalidated retroactively; and (2) those that took place 
after 934, and had been invalid ipso iure. By means of the first norm, the emperor turned the 
fraudulent powerful buyers into possessors without a just title. But because of the absence 
of any norms adequately modifying the conditions of prescription in the 934 novel, the own- 
ership of land acquired by the powerful in violation of preemption could be automatically 
restored by the force of the thirty-year Justinianic acquisitory prescription, evidently against 
Romanus Lecapenus' will. Also against his will, the peasants lost the right to vindicate their 
property, sold to the powerful in violation of preemption, by the force of the thirty-year 
expiratory prescription. Romanus Lecapenus' invalidation ipso iure of transactions trans- 
ferring ownership of peasant land to the powerful meant, in practical terms, that the sale, 
gift, inheritance, and so forth, had never taken place, and that the dynatos was simply an ille- 
gal possessor of someone else's property. It also meant that, by the exclusion of the peasant 
land from commercial traffic, the emperor turned this category of land into a res inhabilis. 
As such, the peasant land in possession of a powerful buyer could never become his prop- 
erty through acquisitory preemption. However, according to Justinianic law, the peasant 
seller's right to reclaim his land was unconditionally limited to the thirty-year expiratory 
prescription. This meant that, even though the peasant remained the legal owner of his land, 
he had no right to reclaim possession of his property after the lapse of these thirty years. 

ΥΠ. “The decree of 934, so menacing to those violating it, so harsh in its tenor and lan- 
guage, appeared, as a matter of fact, quite lenient to the... designs [of the powerful]... to 
increase their estates [at the expense of the peasants impoverished by the famine]. The peas- 


τ ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 255-256. 


42 J. F. HALDON, Military Service, Military Lands, and the Status of Soldiers: Current Problems 
and Interpretation, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 47 (1993) 1-66, at p. 32, n. 80, p. 35, n. 89. 
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ant's obligation to return the price of his land, despite all the favorable arrangements of the 
payment, obviously weakened the efficiency of the decree. Someone who sold his property 
in order to escape hunger-death would hardly have any means to buy it back. Therefore 
Romanus I’s threats concerning the present had not frightened anyone, as the future had 
shown."4 Indeed, fourteen years later, Constantine VII, in his novel of 947,44 condemned 
the most distinguished high-ranking state officials who not only violated preemption law by 
all kinds of transactions but also corrupted judicial practice. *The judges - the emperor stat- 
ed - not so much due to their own choice, as rather under the pressure of necessity," pro- 
nounce their decisions in one way or another, not according to law but to circumstances. 
There is no doubt that the confusion generated by the inadequacy of the old prescription law 
to the new rigors of preemption created a perfect legal environment for thejudges in service 
of the powerful. Thus, even though Constantine VII, Romanus II, and Nicephorus Phocas 
consistently stressed in their novels the punitive sanctions of expulsion, loss of the purchase 
price, and fines, the same novels prove that all these sanctions never managed to halt the 
ingression of the powerful into the rural communities. 

Constantine VII was also the first legislator to revisit the issue of prescription in the 
Macedonian legislation, by introducing a forty-year term for revindication of the stratiotic 
share in his novel of 949.46 In turn, Nicephorus Phocas mandated in his novel of 966/67 a 
forty-year prescription for vindication of private land of soldiers and peasants alike (apo- 
stratioton kai politikon), alienated in good faith before the year 927^" In order to fully under- 
stand and evaluate the legal content and significance of this prescription, it is necessary to 
clarify the meaning of the term stratiotes. Clearly, Nicephorus Phocas, in his novel of 
966/97, could not have been referring to the stratiotes of Constantine VII strateia, since this 
type of stratiotes did not yet exist in 927. There is still a debate in the literature as to whether 
the term stratiotes of Constantine VII's 949 novel denoted simply a soldier, or more broad- 
ly a person subject to the service of strateia, not necessarily obliged to actively serve in the 
army.48 Phocas’ novel of 966/67 corroborates the thesis of the double meaning of the term 
stratiotes: a fighting soldier, as well as a producer of income from land sufficient to main- 
tain and equip a fighting soldier.*? 

Nicephorus Phocas' forty-year prescription looks like a hybrid of Constantine VII's 
time condition for vindication of a stratiotic share and the actual lapse of time spanning the 


43 VASILEVSKII, Materialy..., p. 281. Translation D.G. 

44 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 215-217. 

45 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 215,par. a, lines 7-9. Translation D.G. 
46 ZEPOS, JGR, I, p. 222-226. 

47 , See note 40. 


48 J. F. HALDON, Recruitment and Conscription in theByzantine Army c. 550-950: a Study on the 
Origins of the Stratiotika Ktemata, Vienna 1979, p. 43-65; LEMERLE, Agrarian History..., p. 124-149; 
OsTROGORSKY, History..., p. 42-43, 95-96, 133, 134; W. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine State Finances 
in the Eigth to Ninth Centuries, New York 1982, p. 12-13. 


Ы D. GÓRECKI, The Strateia of Constantine VII: the Legal Status, Administration and Historical 
Background, Byz. Zeitschr. 82 (1989) 157-176, at p. 163, 170-171. 


beginning of the famine with enactment of his novel in 967. But while Constantine's pre- 
scription was only extinctory, since it applied to the stratiotic share (which was a res extra 
commercium), Nicephorus' prescription was also acquisitory. Because it applied to private 
property of a soldier and a peasant alike, it seems quite probable to assume that by the estab- 
lishment of the fourty-year prescription for the vindication of their respective private prop- 
erties, the emperor promoted the land under jurisdiction of the rural community to the same 
privileged status as Justinian had granted to imperial, fiscal, and ecclesiastical property. 
Eventually, Basil II made the next, and the last, step on the road to freeing a peasant 
landowner, his heirs, and his community from the restriction of expiratory preemption. 
There is no doubt that he retroactively abolished any prescription - including that man- 
dated by Nicephorus Phocas - which impeded the peasants’ right to vindicate their lands 
sold in violation of preemption.*° 

VIII. In fact, the Macedonian novels admit the inability of imperial policy to preserve 
the fiscal and social strength of the rural community by means of preemption, vindicatory 
actions, and the principle of collective liability for taxes. The inability (or lack of determi- 
nation?) to enforce preemption and make proper use of prescription increased the supply of 
communal land in the hands of the powerful. The escalating burden of collective liability 
resulted in a growing supply of abandoned land. References of the Taxation Treatise and the 
Zavorda Treatise to the sympatheia/klasma tax relief system prove that, in the face of total 
failure of preemption and vindicatory actions, the matter of collective liability came to the 
forefront of imperial attention. The throne did, at long last, realize that the uncontrollable 
ingression of the powerful into rural communities was not only the cause, but also the con- 
sequence of their disintegration. Indeed, would a peasant sell his patrimonial land if this land 
had not turned from a source of livelihood into a source of his misery? 

There is no reliable informations as to the origins of that tax relief system. LEMERLE 
cautiously linked it to Basil I, who, against the advice of his fiscal authorities, left a supply 
of klasmatic land to members of the community for gratuitous use, instead of distributing it 
among taxpaying individuals.?! KAPLAN considered Basil I’s gesture as a public relations 
action by an emperor who owed his throne to a coup d'état, and strove for popularity with 
his subjects. KAPLAN thought that the beginnings of the tax relief system go back" à une 
époque mal connue mais nettement antérieure au règne de Basile I."5? KAZHDAN associated 
the sympatheia/klasma tax relief system with Leo VI and Romanus Lecapenus, under whom 
the substantial increase of land taxes were matched with some mitigating measures.?? 


20 It is difficult to agree with SvoRoNos (Remarques sur la tradition..., p. 431) that in his novel 
of 996, Basil II abolished Constantine VII's forty-year prescription concerning stratiotika ktemata. 
Basil evidently addressed this abolition to all categories of income-producing land in the rural com- 
munity, while Constantine's novel included no refererence either to peasant or to fiscal property. It 
is only logical to assume that Basil II abolished the forty-year prescription introduced by Nicephorus 
Phocas with respect to both peasants' and stratiotes' private property. Ihave found no refer- 
ence to this matter in SVORONOS' Les novelles... 


51 LEMERLE, Agrarian History..., р. 71-72. 
52 KAPLAN, Les hommes..., p. 390, 391-401, quotation p. 401. 
53 ΚΑΖΗΡΑΝ, Derevnia, p. 171, 173-74. 
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LITAVRIN believed that in its form represented by the two treatises this system was estab- 
lished only after the promulgation of even though the Macedonian novels “to make major 
corrections in these novels,"the ideas and practices aimed at the alleviation of the peasant 
tax burden had emerged much earlier. "The Byzantine fiscal apparatus did not know deep 
transformations carried out over a short time, nor did the imperial system of taxation know 
[such transformations]. The changes reflected in the Taxation Treatise showed its crisis and 
partial reorganization, but not a deep restructuring of the fiscal mechanism and its basic 
principles. The recognition of the fiscal weakness manifested itself in merely ‘defensive’ 
positions [when isolated events] made the central authority step back under the pressure of 
circumstances. Wherever possible, the principle of collective liability was observed. Impe- 
rial traditionalism in this area of the state legal order had survived as an idol which 
Byzantine officials were afraid [to touch]."5* 

However, although it is unquestionably important, the problem of the the origins of the 
relief system is not the most crucial issue in this analysis. The most important point is that 
the sympatheia/klasma system itself was in urgent need of modifications. The practice of its 
application made clear the dangers of the klasma - which, as KAPLAN put it, ‘dismembered’ 
the rural community - and the potential benefits of the sympatheia for preserving its integri- 
ty.55 The circumstances brough to light by the Macedonian novels left no doubt that the 
institution of ownership came to be the last and only legal measure for salvaging the rural 
community viewed as a basic unit of the imperial fiscal administration. This awarness, in 
turn — had to generate a new approach to the problem of prescription, whose expiratory 
function colided with the policy of protecting ownership. 

The sympatheia/klasma tax relief ‘in action’ was reflected in the documents of admin- 
istrative practice, including the cadaster of Thebes, scrutinized by LEMERLE, OSTROGORSKY, 
OIKONOMIDES, and SVORONOS. Their findings, most recently recapitulated by KAPLAN, point 
to substancial modifications of this system which redefined the function of the sympatheia 
and the klasma in times contemporary to and immediately following the promulgation of the 
Macedonian novels.56 Originally the sympatheia of the Taxation Treatise and the Zavorda 
Treatise was a measure applicable to exceptional cases of extensive destruction of arable 
land in the rural community. The klasma of these two treatises was a logical corollary to the 
sympatheia, devised in order to free the impoverished community from the burden of col- 
lective liability, and to restore the productivity of abandoned land by turning it into an inde- 
pendent fiscal unit (idiostaton). KAPLAN's contribution indicates an official tendency, if not 
a system, to limit the applicability of klasma to areas that had been devastated and depopu- 
lated by wars, where communities had been ‘wiped out.’ The sympatheia, on the other hand, 
became a means to help ‘living’ communities overcome their economic hardships.>? 


A С. G. LiITAVRIN, Eshche raz o simpathiakh i klasmakh nalogovykh ustavov X-XI w., 


Byzantinobulgarica 5 (1978) p. 93. 

5 KAPLAN, Les hommes..., p. 405. 

56 OSTROGORSKY, The Peasants’ preemption right: an abortive reform of the Macedonian 
Emperors, Journ. of Roman History 37 (1947) 117-126; N. OIKONOMIDES, Das Verfalland im 10.-11. 
Jahrhundert: Verkauf und Besteuerung, Fontes Minores 7 (1986) 161-168; Actes de Lavra I, ed P. 
LEMERLE, et al., Paris 1970, p. 127. 


57 KAPLAN, Les hommes..., p. 403 and notes 148-153. 


Various kinds of tax exemptions were discussed in the Taxation Treatise: total or par- 
tial; permanent or temporary. While the total and permanent exemptions applied to aban- 
doned properties, and usually led to establishment of the klasma, the two others applied to 
properties that had not been deserted by their owners. Hence one can assume that the new 
administrative practice subsumed all these kinds of unproductive land into a single modified 
concept of sympatheia, which became, in fact, a prolonged exemption from taxes of any 
unproductive land, whether abandoned or in the possession of its owners. What was new and 
striking in this concept, was the fact that the duration of this exemption - supposedly nego- 
tiated with the inspector from case to case - could significantly exceed the thirty-year tem- 
pus for the extinction of proprietary right to abandoned property.5š The results of this tax 
relief was shown, among other sources, in the Thebean cadaster, which mentions the klas- 
ma twice, and the sympatheia “no less then eighteen times."5? Nevertheless, one can also 
argue that the idea behind the modification of the sympatheia/klasma tax relief, signalized 
in the provisions of the Taxation Treatise, was remarkably consistent with Basil II's objec- 
tives in his abolition of all prescriptions in 996. The Taxation Treatise not only discussed 
the inspector's prerogotive to leave abandoned land that ceased to be the property of the 
members of the rural community under jurisdiction of that community; it also pointed to the 
possibility of converting a piece of the klasma back to the status of private property. This 
provision very strongly suggests that this practice prompted the promulgation of Basil 15 
nove in 996. In this novel, the emperor not only abolished the prescription applicable in the 
context of preemption law, but he also abolished the prescriptions that terminated propri- 
etary rights of a peasant who abandoned his land. Otherwise, his legislation would suffer 
from a substantial inconsistency, a lack of logic that would upset rather than implement his 
efforts to rescue rural communities. In sum, Basil 115 legislative action, which eliminated 
all prescriptions with respect to peasant land, diametrically altered the content of property 
law concerning land under jurisdiction of the rural community. Even though the institution 
of ownership of this land never ceased to be an instrument of the state fiscal policies, Basil 
IPs legislation for the first time completely reconciled the interests of the state with the 
interests of the peasant landowners.$! 

IX. In conclusion, the elimination of all prescription with respect to peasant land sold 
in violation of preemption constituted a natural unavoidable result of the gradual degenera- 
tion of this institution into a mere tool of bureaucratic maneuver and abuse by judicial prac- 
tice. The application of prescription became casuistic, accidental, corrupt, temporary, and 
not precisely defined in terms of its legal conditions. Consequently, mutatis mutandis D. 
NÓRRS's statement, it was no longer a legal norm but a judge or an offi- 


58 LITAVRIN, Opisthoteleia..., refers to a case (Peira, 9.2. p. 29) when Eustatius identified after 
almost hundred years a dynatos who bought peasant land during the famine of 927/28 and deprived 
him of its possession without compensation for the price. 


59 LEMERLE, Agrarian History..., p. 195. 


60 Taxation Treatise, p. 120, lines 5-25; GORECKI, A Farmer Community..., p. 195-196; eadem, 
Fiscal Control of Unproductive Land (forthcoming). 


51 Op. cit. 
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cial who would decide under what conditions the lapse of time 
should be taken into consideration. 62 

This analysis of prescription in the Macedonian novels describes the damage done to 
society, and eventually to the state interests, by Romanus Lacapenus' failure to adjust this 
institution to the new rigors of preemption law. This failure, coupled with the fiscal oppres- 
sion of the peasantry and with the leniency of the throne toward the selfish interests of the 
powerful accelerated the disintegration of the rural community. The chaos and confusion 
which followed became a signum temporis of a transition from a fiscal system based on the 
institution of the rural community to one based on something else. The rescue action of the 
sympatheia/klasma tax relief, and the reforms of Basil II, came too late to restore the eco- 
nomic potential of the peasantry, and to reverse the damage caused by the privileged treat- 
ment of the land-hungry powerful. In sum, the history of prescription concerning peasant 
property illustrates - as D. DAUBE would probably put it - a retreat from a legal concept to 
arbitrary administrative and judicial practice, from an institution to the doings, from an 
action-noun to a verb. 


& See note 15. 


Theophana von Novgorod 


Andrzej POPPE (Warszawa) 


Ein am 12. Mai 1057 von dem Diakon Gregor geschriebenes Nachwort zum Aprakos- 
Evangelium, einem Lektionar, das vom Statthalter von Novgorod, Ostromir, gestiftet wurde, 
erwahnt dessen Ehefrau mit Namen Theophana. Die Frage, wer diese Theophana war, hat 
bis jetzt keine Aufmerksamkeit erregt. Die den zietgenóssischen lateinischen Quellen eigene 
Namensform Theophanu für die deutsche Kaiserin erleichtert es, diese von der byzantini- 
schen *Theophanö zu unterscheiden.! Im Ostromir-Evangelistar 1057 kommt @eogant im 
Dativ vor, was dem griechischen Dativ Theophanoi nahesteht, da Ж in и übergeht. Der 
kirchenslawische Nominativ dieses Namens, der für das 13. und 14. Jahrhundert für die hl. 
Theophana belegt ist, erlaubt es, diese Form auch für das 11. Jahrhundert anzusetzen.? Im 
15. Jahrhundert, wahrscheinlich unter südslawischem Einfluß, tritt die später eingebürgerte 
Form Theophania (@eo¢anta) auf, welche übrigens auch im lateinischen Schrifttum 
vorkommt. So scheint die überlieferte Form Theophana für die Novgoroder Tragerin dieses 
Namens einwandfrei zu sein. Bevor versucht wird die Frage „Wer war Theophana?“ zu 
beantworten, sind einige Worte über das Denkmal selbst und seinen Stifter zu sagen. 


* Die erste Ausformung wurde als Referat am 18. Mai 1991 in Bad Gandersheim vorgetra- 
gen. Für die sprachliche Verbesserung der vorliegenden erweiterten Fassung schulde ich meinem 
gelehrten Kollegen Hermann JAKOBS aus Heidelberg herzlichen Dank. Der Aufsatz wurde ursprüng- 
lich für einen der Kaiserin Theophanu gewidmeten Sammelband bestimmt, den die Griechisch- 
Deutsche Initiative in Würzburg herausgeben sollte. Da dieser Projekt über fünf Jahre ergebnislos 
blieb, habe ich den Angebot der Redaktion von Byzantinoslavica, meinen Aufsatz in dieser 
Zeitschrift zu veröffentlichen, begrüßt und bin ihr zum Dank verpflichtet. 


1 Vgl. G. S. HENRICH, Theophanu oder Theophano? Zur Geschichte eines ‘gespaltenen’ 
griechischen Frauennamensuffixes, in: Kaiserin Theophanu. Begegnung des Ostens und Westens um 
die Wende des ersten Jahrtausends (Gedenkschrift des Kólner Schnütgen-Museums zum 1000. 
Todesjahr der Kaiserin), hrsg. V. A. von Euw und P. Schreiner, Bd. II, Kóln 1991, S. 89-99. Siehe 
auch die wichtige Beobachtung, даВ im lateinischen Westen die umgangssprachliche griechische 
Form (-06 anstatt -G) des Namens angeeignet wurde - I. SEVCENKO, Byzanz und der Westen, in 
Kunst im Zeitalter der Kaiserin Theophanu, hrs. von А. v. Euw und P. Schreiner, Köln 1993, $. 13- 
14, Anm. 25. 


2 Die heilige Theophana wurde schon in der altslawischen Übersetzung des Synaxarions aus 
dem 12. Jahrhundert unter dem 16. Dezember berücksichtigt (als Hauptquelle diente das Menologion 
des Kaisers Basileios II. mit Ergänzungen aus dem 11. Jahrhundert); sie wird in beiden Fassungen 
(kurze und erste Redaktion) in Handschriften des 13. und 14. Jahrhunderts erwahnt (blazenaja cesa- 
rica Feofana). Siehe Pergamennye rukopisi BAN SSSR, Leningrad 1976, S. 53, 128 (Hss. Nr. 4.9.20 
und Nr. 17.11.4). 
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1. Das Evangelistar aus Novgorod 

Das prächtige, großformatige Evangelistar (Blattgröße: 35 x 30 cm) wurde zwischen 
Montag, den 21. Oktober 1056, und Montag, den 12. Mai 1057, hergestellt.? Das Ostromir- 
Evangelistar (im weiteren OE) ist die älteste erhaltene illuminierte Handschrift aus 
Novgoroder Überlieferung und wurde 1988 durch ein sehr farbgetreues Faksimile der 
Forschung zugänglich gemacht. Leider ist ihre ursprüngliche Bindung nicht erhalten.* 

Die kirchenslawische Übersetzung der Evangelienperikopen geht auf die Zeit der 
Slawenapostel Kyrill und Method zurück. Den beiden Schreibern des Evangelistars lag ein 
kalligraphisch vollkommenes Prachtstück bulgarisch-makedonischer Herkunft vor,? sehr 
wahrscheinlich aus der Bibliothek des bulgarischen Zaren Samuel (976-1014), da während 
der byzantinischen Eroberung Bulgariens, die unter starkem Einsatz russischer Hilfstruppen 
durch Kaiser Basileios П. erfolgte, viele kirchenslawische Bücher als Kriegsbeute in die 
Kiever Rus’ gebracht waren, wo diese für den Gottesdienst in slawischer Sprache dringend 
benötigt wurden P Der Buchschmuck und die Illumination des Evangelistars verdienen 
besondere Aufmerksamkeit. Die festliche Ustavschrift (als Muster diente die griechische 


3 Ostromirovo Evangelie 1056 - 1057 goda, hrsg. v. A.Ch. VosToKov, SPb 1843 (unverän- 
derter Nachdruck in: Monumenta Linguae Slavicae Dialecti Veteris, t. 1, Wiesbaden 1964), paginiert 
nach der Hs.: die Nachschrift Bl. 294 r.v. wurde mehrmals, oft mit Verkürzungen veröffentlicht. Die 
beste Publikation mit dem vollen Text: E. GRANSTREM, Opisanie russkich i slavjanskich pergamen- 
nych rukopisej, Leningrad 1953, S. 15-16. - Die Entstehung ist in der Nachschrift auf den Zeitraum 
zwischen dem 21. Oktober 6564 und 12. Mai 6565 datiert. Da um diese Zeit wie auch noch danach 
in Novgorod der März-Stil im Umgang war, darf angenommen werden, daß dieser auch von Gregor 
angewendet wurde. So wurde die Handschrift mit 294 Blättern in folio in knapp sieben Monaten 
geschrieben (203 Tage, wovon ungefähr 120 als Arbeitstage geltendürften), was der durchschnit- 
lichen Leistung eines Skriptoriumschreibers entspricht. Wollte man hier den byzantinischen Septem- 
ber-Kalender zur Anwendung bringen, so müßte man annehmen, daß die Handschrift 19 Monate zu 
ihrer Herstellung brachte; wenig wahrscheinlich wäre zudem ein Samstag (21. Oktober 1055) als 
Anfangstag der Niederschrift. Auf eine weitere Möglichkeit, nämlich daß man es hier mit dem Ultra- 
Márzstil - also um ein Kalenderjahr früher - zu tun habe (21. Oktober 1055 - 12. Mai 1056), darf 
schon allein deshalb verzichtet werden, weil der Abschluß der schriftlichen Arbeit kaum auf einen 
Sonntag (12. Mai 1056) gefallen sein dürfte. 

* Ostromirovo Evangelie 1056-1057 goda. Faksimil’noe vosproizvedenie rukopisi, Moskva 
1988. Photolithographisch wurde das Evangelistar von Ostromir schon von I. SAVINKOV heraus- 
gegeben (SPb 1883, 2. Auflage 1889). Das Original (СРВ, Fn. 5) wird in der Publiénaja biblioteka 
in Sankt-Petersburg aufbewahrt. Für eine kurze Beschreibung mit Bibliographie vgl. Svodnyj katalog 
slavjano-russkich rukopisnych knig, chranjascichsja v SSSR. XI — XIII vv,, Moskva 1984, S. 33-36 
(Nr. 3). 

5 V. Moi, Novgorodskie listki Ochridskoj rukopisi, Bogoslovskie trudy 28 (1986) 234-239. 
Vgl. L. P. ZUKOVSKAJA, Tekstologija i jazyk drevnejsich slavjanskich pamjatnikov, Moskva 1976, 5. 
31-35, 254-259. Es ist bemerkenswert, ἆαβ von den beiden Slawenaposteln nur Konstantin-Kyrill im 
Kalender genannt wird - unter dem 14. Februar (OE, B 1. 265v.). Somit dürfte dieser Kalender noch 
zu Lebzeiten Methodius' oder kurz nach seinem Tode, als er noch nicht heiliggesprochen war, ent- 
standen sein. 

6 Wenn auch zu Vladimirs Zeiten Griechisch sicher als Liturgiesprache vertreten war, so 
scheint jedoch wegen der deutlichen Erfolge im 11. Jahrhundert auch das Slawische als Liturgie- 
sprache von Anfang an präsent gewesen zu sein. Dafür sorgten wohl auch die bulgarischen 
Geistlichen, die wahrend der Eroberung Bulgariens mit Kiever Hilfe zwangsweise in die Rus’ ver- 
bracht wurden. Einen wichtigen Beitrag zur Erforschung der slawischen Liturgiesprache hat V. 
Vavfinek geleistet. Siehe auch W. Voporr, Quelques questions sur la langue liturgique à Kiev au 
début du XIe siècle, in: The Legacy of Saints Cyril and Methodius to Kiev and Moscow, ed. by A.- 

132 E.N. Tachiaos, Thessaloniki 1992, S. 435-448. 


Unziale), das Minium und Gold, mit dem einige Zeilen geschrieben sind, die farbige 
Ornamentik Hunderter von Initialbuchstaben und Kopfleisten (Vignetten) sowie drei erhal- 
tene Miniaturen mit Bildnissen der Evangelisten verleihen der ganzen Handschrift eine 
große malerische und plastische Ausdruckskraft, so daß dieses Denkmal mit Recht zu den 
prachtigsten Stiftungsbüchern gezahlt werden darf. 

Die erhaltenen drei Miniaturen stellen die Evangelisten Johannes mit Prochoros (Bl. 1 
verso), Lukas (Bl. 87 v.) und Markus (Bl. 126) dar. Bei der Restauration der Handschrift in 
den Jahren 1954-1957 hat sich ergeben, daf nur die erste Miniatur mit Johannes auf der dazu 
bestimmten Stelle gemalt wurde.’ Dagegen blieben die für die weiteren Evangelisten von 
den Schreibern freigelassenen Blátter der Hefte (57, 88 v., 125) unbemalt; die Bildnisse von 
Lukas und Markus wurden auf gesonderte Pergamentblätterhälften gemalt und später mit 
eingebunden.? Da für den Evangelisten Johannes ein entsprechendes Blatt nicht reserviert 
wurde, steht zu vermuten, daß während der Zeit des Schreibens bereits die Ausführung 
dieses Bildnisses auf einem gesonderten Blatt geplant war oder der Schreiber schon über 
eine gesondert ausgefertigte Evangelistenminiatur verfügte. Daraus ergibt sich, ЧаВ auch die 
vierte Miniatur, die des Evangelisten Matthaus, auf einem gesonderten Blatt gemalt worden 
war. Erst bei einer neuen Bindung (17. Jh.) dürfte das Matthäus-Bildnis verloren gegangen 
und das Blatt mit dem Lukas-Bildnis verstellt worden sein. So kónnen wir feststellen: Das 
Johannes-Bildnis lag bereits bei dem Anfang des Schreibens vor, wáhrend die übrigen drei 
Miniaturen, anderwärts gemalt, erst nach dem Abschluß des Abschreibens zugestellt wur- 
den. 

Dieser Befund ist nicht neu, er wurde bereits von dem Kunsthistoriker V. V. STASOV 
im 19. Jahrhundert sichergestellt und von der späteren Forschung bestätigt: „Die Verschie- 
denheiten innerhalb des Werkes zeigen, daß etliche Zeichner dabei tätig waren, wenigstens 
zwei oder drei für die Apostelminiaturen und nicht weniger als zwei für die Initialen, die 
Kopfleisten und die Ornamentik*.? 

In der Forschung ist umstritten, ob das Ostromir-Evangelistar in Novgorod oder in 
Kiev ausgefertigt wurde. Wenn jedoch feststeht, daß einige Illuminatoren an ihm gearbeitet 
haben, muß auch die Unsicherheit über die Entstehung des Werkes in neuem Licht gesehen 
werden. Die zumeist vertretene Zuschreibung an ein Kiever Skriptorium ging vor allem von 


7 Siehe E. Ch. TRE, Restavracija Ostromirova Evangelija, Trudy Gosudarstvennoj 
Publiénoj Biblioteki im. Saltykova-Séedrina 5 (8) (1958) 57-61; sowie eingehender idem, 
Restavracija bibliotecnych materialov, Leningrad 1958, S. 49-96. 


8 Diesen Tatbestand scheint das griechische Tetraevangelion aus Konstantinopel, Holkham 
gr. 115 aus der Bodlean Library, aufzuhellen: diese etwa Mitte des 12. Jahrhunderts entstandene 
Handschrift wurde mit Evangelistenbildem aus dem späten 11. Jahrhundert versehen. Überdies 
wurde dieser áltere Miniaturensatz auf Einzelblattern, der keinerlei frühere Verwendungsspuren 
aufweist, in diesem Codex erstmals und unmittelbar nach dessen Herstellung verwendet. Diese 
Beobachtung legt die Vermutung nahe, daß hier eine Malerwerkstatt tätig war, die ihre Bilder quasi 
auf Vorrat als Ware herstellte. Siehe $. NELSON, The Iconography of Preface and Miniature in the 
Byzantine Gospel Book. New York 1980, 15-33 und I. HUTTER, in: Corpus der byzantinischen 
Miniaturhandschriften. Hrsg. von О. DENIS und I. HUTTER. Bd. Ш. 1. Stuttgart 1982, Nr. 87, S. 130. 


9 V. V. STASOV, Zamecanija o miniatjurach Ostromirova Evangelija, in: Idem, Sobranie 
socinenij. t. II. SPb 1894, 127-135. Vgl. L. ZUKOVSKAJA, Svjaz' izucenija izobrazitel'nych sredstv i 
tekstologija pamjatnika, in: Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. Rukopisnaja kniga. Sbornik 2. Moskva 1974, 
60-62; О. Popova, Russkaja kniznaja miniatjura XI-XV vv., in: Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. 
Rukopisnaja kniga. Sbornik 3. Moskva 1983, 16, 18. 
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der sehr im allgemeinen bleibenden Voraussetzung aus, daß die Ausfertigung einer so 
prunkvollen Handschrift kaum in einem so provinziellen Zentrum wie Novgorod móglich 
gewesen sei, 

Es wurde schon in der Forschung bemerkt, daß der Kolophon des Diakons Gregor im 
Ostromir-Evangelistar in bestimmter Abhangigkeit zu dem 1047, also um 10 Jahre früher in 
Novgorod, vom Priester Upyr' Lichoj geschriebenen Nachwort des Kommentars zu den 
Prophetenbüchern steht.!! Wenn es so ist, dann muf man den Gedanken, das Ostromir- 
Evangelistar sei in Kiev hergestellt worden, aufgeben. Auch Novgorod, seit der Wende des 
10. Jahrhunderts bischöfliche Residenzstadt mit der Kathedrale der hl. Sophia, muß wenig- 
stens ein Skriptorium gehabt haben.!? Hier muß sich auch die prunkvolle Handschrift befun- 
den haben, die als Vorlage diente und von der zwei Blätter erhalten $119.13 In Novgorod 
wurden auch die Ornamente der Handschrift, die Initialen und die Kopfleisten gezeichnet 
und gemalt, wahrscheinlich auch die Miniatur des Apostels Johannes, obwohl nicht 
auszuschließen ist, daß dieses Bildnis auf dem ersten Blatt des ersten Bogens (Heftes) doch 
irgendwann und irgendwo vor der am 21. Oktober 1056 begonnenen Niederschrift des 
Evangeliums gemacht wurde. Die Evangelisten Johannes und Markus wurden in zwar unter- 
schiedlicher und ungewohnter Weise in eine Kreuz-Komposition eingeordnet, rücken aber 
als Komposition und im Kolorit, auch in Einzelornamenten zusammen. Der Unterschied zur 
Darstellung des Lukas ist aber so groß, daß man diese einem anderen Meister, vielleicht 
sogar einer anderen Werkstatt zuschreiben muB. 

Ohne Frage haben alle drei Miniaturen in ihrer Gesamtkomposition und ihrem 
Illuminationsstil, in ihrer Ikonographie und Ornamentik, in ihren leuchtenden Farben und 
ihren Farbabstufungen sowie in der Zeichnung des architektonischen Hintergrundes und des 
Mosaikfliesenmusters byzantinische Buchmalerei des spáten 10. und 11. Jahrhunderts als 


10 Vgl. А. М. SVIRIN, Iskusstvo knigi drevnej Rust. Moskva 1964, 53-56; Popova, Russkaja 
kniznaja miniatjura, S. 16: „gemalt allem Anschein nach in Kiev“; V. Роско, ChudoZzestvennoe 
oformlenie drevnejsich slavjanskich rukopisej, Slovo 37 (1987), S. 86. 


п Erhalten in der Abschrift des 15. Jahrhunderts. Vgl. A. POPPE, „Is kuriloce“ i „Is 
kurilovice “, International Journal for Slavic Linguistics and Poetics 31/32, 1985 (Fs. H. Birnbaum), 
S. 319-321. Die Nachschrift von 1047 legt die Vermutung nahe, daB der damalige Novgoroder Fürst 
Vladimir außer über eine Bibliothek auch über ein Skriptorium verfügte. Für еше Novgoroder 
Herkunft der Handschrift mit einer schon ostslawischen Vorlage sprach sich aus E. MEL’NIKOV, 
К probleme proischo£denija Ostromirova Evangelija, Slavia 37 (1968) 537-547. Er begründet auch 
umständlich, daß Diakon Gregor den Kolophon von 1047 kannte; vgl. idem, Zapiski drevnerusskich 
kni£nych piscov serediny XI veka, Slavia 46 (1977) 1-11. 

12 М. Rozov, Kniga drevnej Rusi XI - XV vv., Leningrad 1977, 19-21. Zu Novgorods kul- 
turellem Hintergrund im Mittelalter vgl. H. BIRNBAUM, Medieval Novgorod: Political, Social and 
Cultural Life in an Urban Community, in: Idem, Aspects of the Slavic Middle Ages and Slavic 
Renaissance Culture, New York 1991, 253-315. 


13 Vgl. Mosın, Novgorodskie listki (wie Anm. 5). Die Anfänge der Novgoroder Buchkultur 
waren, wie die erhaltenen Handschriften zeigen, mit dem aus Bulgarien gebrachten Büchergut ver- 
bunden. Für die Anwesenheit von Skriptoren südslawischer Herkunft in Novgorod im 11. 
Jahrhundert scheinen die zwischen 1050 und 1108 ausgekratzten glagolitischen Inschriften zu 
sprechen. Vgl. A. MEDYNCEVA, Drevnerusskie nadpisi Novgorodskogo Sofijskogo sobora, Moskva 
1978, 25-32, 202-205. Wahrscheinlich handelt es sich hierbei schon um eine nachgeborene 
Generation, die von den Eltern und Grofleltern einige Kenntnisse der glagolitischen Schrift über- 
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Muster; das ist von Kunsthistorikern in vielen Details verglichen worden.!^ Die Malweise 
ist in einem Grade byzantinisch, daß es schwerfällt, hier schon bodenständige Eigenheiten 
- abgeblich größere Ausdrucksstärke und Eindringlichkeit, einfachere Malweise!? - zu 
bemerken. 

Es gibt jedoch auch Kunsthistoriker, die in der Darstellungsart der Evangelisten und 
ihrer Symbole Gemeinsamkeiten mit der westeuropäischen, der karolingischen und der 
ottonischen Buchmalerei sehen. Daß sich westeuropäische illuminierte Handschriften um 
die Mitte des 11. Jahrhunderts in der Rus’ befanden, wurde vor allem von V. LAZAREV ver- 
mutet. Er argumentierte, daß es sonst schwer sei, „gewisse Einzelheiten des Ostromir- 
Evangelistars zu erklaren“. Als eine Einzelheit von Gewicht führt er die Anordnung der 
Evangelistensymbole in der oberen rechten Ecke der Ornamentrahmen an. Tatsáchlich 
kommt diese Art der Darstellung - wie A. GRABAR bereits bemerkte - in der Regel in 
ostchristlichen und byzantinischen Handschriften nicht vor, wie sie umgekehrt in karolingi- 
schen und ottonischen Manuskripten sehr verbreitet ist, die Evangelistensymbole sich also 
in den Ecken und im oberen Teil der Miniaturen befinden. Auch sind die Initialen für byzan- 
tinische Handschriften ungewöhnlich, jedoch gehen Buchstabenstámme mit Noppen 
(Knoten) und Laubsprósslinge auf byzantinische Tradition zurück. Aber realistische 
Masken und nicht weniger realistisch aufgenommene zoomorphe Motive passen nicht zu 
dieser Tradition. „Wahrscheinlich“, schließt LAZAREV, „haben die Künstler, die an der 
Ausschmückung des Ostromir-Evangelistars gearbeitet haben, Muster der westlichen 
Buchmalerei gesehen, welche die Polin Gertrud, die Frau des Izjaslav, mit nach Kiev 
brachte“. 16 

Es ist richtig, daf) im byzantinischen Kunstbereich die Evangelistensymbole bei den 
Evangelistenbildern selten sind; auch gibt es keine feste Regel für die Anordnung der 
Symbole. Doch aus dem 11. Jahrhundert gibt es zumindest drei byzantinische Hand- 
schriften, in welchen die Evangelistensymbole genau so, wie im Ostromir-Evangelistar 


14 Vgl. schon STASOV (in Anm. 9) sowie SVIRIN und Popova (in Anm. 10). A. HASELOFF, in: 
Der Psalter Erzbischof Egberts von Trier. Codex Gertrudianis in Cividale, Trier 1901, 186-187; E. 
SMIRNOVA, Drevnejsij pamjatnik russkogo kniznogo iskusstva, in: Iskusstvo knigi 2. Moskva 1961, 
S.. 213-222. Die Rolle der südslawischen Buchkünstler, die ganz im Hauptstrom der byzantinischen 
Kunst wirkten, läßt sich nur schwer ausmachen - trotz unternommener Versuche wie von A. 
Dizurova, 1000 godini bolgarska rukopisna kniga. Ornament i miniatura, Sofia 1981, 19, 22-24, 27; 
OE Miniaturen in Farbe siehe Nr. 38-40. 


15 Popova, (OE 1988, wie Anm. 4) S. 6 der Einleitung zur Faksimile-Ausgabe. 


16 V. М. LAZAREV, Iskusstvo srednevekovoj Rusi i zapad (XI-XV vv.), in: Idem, Vizantijskoe i 
drevnerusskoe iskusstvo, Moskva 1979, 268-269, 274-276; vgl. auch A. GRABAR, L'art du Moyen áge 
en Europe Orientale, Paris 1968, S. 150. Unter dem Einfluß der These eines so prominenten For- 
schers wie V. N. LAZAREV hat es noch weitere, wenig überzeugende Versuche gegeben, welche die 
abendländischen Einflüsse in der Illuminierung des Ostromir-Evangelistars herauszuspüren versuch- 
ten; vgl. V. Роско, Etjudy ob Ostromirovom Evangelii (Vizantijskie i zapadnye elementy ikonografii 
miniatjur), in: Preslav 3, S. 27-68, 1981, und den zweiten Teil in: Etudes Balkaniques 17 (1981) Nr. 
4, 70-91; О. ΡΟΡΟΒΕΡΟΝΑ, Russkie illjustrirovannye rukopisi nacalnoj рогу v ich zarubeZnych svjaz- 
jach, in: Les cultures Slaves et les Balkans 1, Sofia 1978, S. 206-219. Man ist auch bereit, eine 
gewisse westliche Beeinflussung einiger kirchlicher Feiertage und des Kalenders des Ostromir- 
Evangelistars zu vermuten. Siehe Ch. HANNICK, Liturgische Merkmale einer Bestimmung der kirch- 
lichen Einflüsse in der Kiever Rus’, in: The Legacy (wie Anm. 6), S. 318-319. 
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angeordnet sind." Zudem ist das erhaltene byzantinische Material des 10. und 11. 
Jahrhunderts sehr spärlich, und eine gründliche Untersuchung dazu steht noch aus. Sie wird 
jedoch zu berücksichtigen haben, daß byzantinische Traditionen in den Werken der ottonis- 
chen und altrussischen Kunst überlebten, die in byzantinischer Überlieferung selber nicht 
mehr zu fassen sind. Es muß also erwogen werden, ob nicht auch im Falle des Ostromir- 
Evangelistars die scheinbare Verbindung zu ottonischer Kunst auf nicht erhaltene byzanti- 
nische Denkmale hinweist.!? 


2. Die Nachschrift als Geschichtsquelle 

Der Verfasser der Nachschrift des Evangelistars teilt mit, daß dieses Buch auf Be- 
stellung Ostromirs, mit Taufnamen Joseph, eines Versippten des Fürsten Izjaslav, geschrie- 
ben wurde. Er fügt hinzu, daf zu dieser Zeit Fürst Izjaslav über beide Herrschaftsgebiete, 
das seines Vaters Jaroslav und das seines Bruders Vladimir, gebot. Weiter teilt er mit, Fürst 


17 Bei meinem Gandersheimer Vortrag (1991) hat Frau Prof. Chrysanthi MAVROPOULOU- 
Τδιουμι aus Thessaloniki auf die Ähnlichkeit mit der Miniatur von Lukas im Athen Codex 123, f. 
87v. hingewiesen. Siehe Catalogue of the Illuminated Byzantine Manuscripts of the National Library 
of Greece, vol. I: Manuscripts of New Testament Texts, 10th to 12th Century, by A. MORAVA- 
CHATZINICOLAOU and Ch. TOUFExI-PASCHOU. Athens 1978, S. 27-28; in Fig. 11, 2 ist aber das 
Evangelistensymbol, der Ochse, geflügelt. In Anlehnung an den Kolophon ist der Codex 123 auf 
1145 datiert, ein Teil ist aber álter. Was die Evangelistenbilder angeht - besonders in Hinsicht auf 
die Darstellung der Evangelistensymbole in der oberen rechten Ecke des Bildfeldes -, so scheinen 
die Miniaturen des Ostromir-Evangelistars den Miniaturen des spáten 11. Jahrhunderts in dem schon 
genannten Holkham gr. 115, Corpus (wie Anm. 8), Bd. III, Nr. 87, ill. 332-335, S. 130, verwandt zu 
sein. Unter diesem Blickwinkel wird auch auf den etwas älteren Codex Athen 57 und den Moskauer 
Hist. Mus. gr. 13 (518) hingewiesen; zudem ist mit der Darstellung des Johannes mit Prochoros eine 
gewisse Ahnlichkeit vorhanden. S. NELSON und I. HUTTER, denen die Miniaturen im Ostromir- 
Evangelistar unbekannt blieben, gelten die drei genannten Denkmäler als die frühesten dieses 
Themas in der byzantinischen Buchmalerei. Dann aber wären die OE-Miniaturen, wenn nicht das 
erste, so doch das älteste erhaltene, genau datierbare Beispiel für die Einführung des Symbolwesens 
in die Evangelistenbilder als solche. 


18 Wenn man sich aber dank der Farbbildveröffentlichungen der letzten Jahrzehnte die 
Ausschmückung der erhaltenen byzantinischen Handschriften des 10.- 12. Jahrhunderts ansieht, wird 
der Eindruck vermittelt, daß trotz vieler Unterschiede und keiner unmittelbaren Übereinstimmung im 
Detail sich in Stil, Technik und manchen dekorativen Motiven (Ornamentleisten, Titelrahmen, 
Blüten und Bäumchen auf den Ecken der Ornamentfelder, VierpaB des Bildfeldes und florale 
Elemente der Initialen, seltener zoo- und anthropomorphe Elemente) gewisse Ähnlichkeiten 
beobachten lassen; vgl. z.B. ein konstantinopolitanisches Lektionar aus dem ersten Viertel des 11. 
Jahrhunderts (Barocci 202), ein Menologion für den Monat September, Konstantinopel, drittes 
Viertel des 11. Jahrhunderts (Barocci 230), Gregor von Nazianz' Homilien, Ende 11. Jahrhunderts 
(E.D. Clarke 10), (Canon. gr. 103), Evangeliar aus Konstantinopel, letztes Viertel des 11. Jhs. Codex 
Ebnerianus - Neues Testament, Konstantinopel, Anfang 12. Jahrhundert (Auct. T. inf. 1.10), Gregor 
von Nazianz' Homilien, Anfang 12. Jahrhunderts (Nr. 40), Lektionar, Konstantinopel, Wende des 11. 
Jahrhunderts (Canon. gr. 92), Tetraevangelion, Konstantinopel, Ende 11. - Mitte 12. Jahrhunderts 
(das schon genannte Holkham gr. 115); siehe Corpus der byzantinischen Handschriften (wie Anm. 
8), Bd. I, Stuttgart 1977, Nr. 31, 34, 35, 38, 39, 40. Bd. III. Nr. 68 und 87. 

Es ist auch auf den kompilatorischen Charakter bei den Evangelistenminiaturen im OE hinzu- 
weisen: der stehende Johannes geht auf alexandrische, der sitzende Markus auf ephesische Tradition 
zurück und der sich erhebende Lukas schwebt dazwischen. Eher konservativ bleibt die Haltung des 
sitzenden und schreibenden Prochoros, der Johannes ziemlich oft begleitet. Vgl. A. M. FRIEND, The 
Portraits of the Evangelist in Greek and Latin Manuscripts, in: Art Studies 5, Cambridge, Mass. 
1927, S. 115-147 mit 184 Ill., die keine bemerkenswerten Analogien bieten. 


Izjaslav selbst habe den Thron seines Vaters in Kiev inne, wáhrend er seines Bruders Thron 
in Novgorod der Leitung seines Verwandten anvertraut habe.!? Der älteste Sohn Jaroslavs, 
Vladimir, starb am 4. Oktober 1052, und der Vater folgte ihm am 19./20. Februar 1054.20 
So ergibt es sich, daß Ostromir kurz danach von Izjaslav zum Statthalter von Novgorod 
erhoben worden war. Wahrscheinlich kurz vor 1064 wurde Ostromir aus diesem Amt ent- 
lassen, als Izjaslav den Novgoroder Thron seinem Sohn Mstislav, der das Mannesalter erre- 
icht hatte, anvertraute.?! Ostromir blieb jedoch im Vojevoden-Amt (comes palatinus, prin- 
ceps militiae), ist aber kurz nach 1064 im Felde gefallen.22 | 

Deutlich ist die Begründung für die Nominierung Ostromirs zum Statthalter: zwei Mal 
wird er als Versippter, als Verwandter (blizok) Izjaslavs bezeichnet. Mit dem Wort blizok 
konnte jede Art von Sippschaft angedeutet werden, aber im engeren Sinne bezeichnete das 
Wort vor allem die durch Heirat entstandene Verwandtschaft (also eine Verschwägerung).?? 


19 Ostromirovo Evangelie. Bl. 294 τ(ν.: „Dieses Evangelium habe ich geschrieben für den 
Knecht Gottes, in der Taufe Josef und weltlich Ostromir genannt, der versippt ist mit dem Fürsten 
Izjaslav. Denn in dieser Zeit hat Fürst Izjaslav beide Machtbereiche inne: den seines Vaters Jaroslav 
und den seines Bruders Volodimir. Da Fürst Izjaslav selbst den Thron seines Vaters Jaroslav in Kiev 
regierte, hat er seines Bruders Thron in Novgorod seinem Versippten Ostromir zu regieren anver- 
traut..." 


20 Novgorodskaja pervaja letopis’ starsego i mladego izvodov (im folgenden LN I), Moskva 
1950, S. 16, 17, 181-182; Polnoe sobranie russkich letopisej (im folgenden PSRL), Bd. I-1: 
Lavrentijskaja letopis', Leningrad 1926, S. 160, 161-162; PSRL II: Ipat'evskaja letopis', SPb 1908, 
S. 149-151. 


?!1 LNI161, 470. Leider wirkt die kontaminierte späte Novgoroder Überlieferung verwirrend, 
und die Bestrebungen, die Chronologie und Abfolge der politischen Ereignisse zu rekonstruieren, 
haben sich bis jetzt als wenig erfolgreich erwiesen. Siehe A.A. SACHMATOV, Razyskanija o drevnej- 
Sich russkich letopisnych svodach, SPb 1908, s. 524-525, 622-627; V. L. JANIN, Novgorodskie posad- 
niki, Moskva 1952, 15-16, 47-49; A. V. KUZA, Kto byl naslednikom Ostromira v Novgorode?, in: 
Slavjane i Rus', Moskva 1968, S. 298-304. Die Hypothese über die Existenz einer von Ostromir um 
die Mitte des 11. Jahrhunderts inspirierten Chronik (B.A. RvBAKOV, Ostromirova letopis', Voprosy 
Istorii 1956, Nr. 10, 46-59, Nachdruck im Sammelband seiner Werke, 1988) kann einer Kritik nicht 
standhalten; vgl. A. ΡΟΡΡΕ, Ostromir, in: Slownik Starozytnosci Slowianskich (im folgenden SSS) 3, 
Wroclaw 1967, S. 549. 


22 Kuza, Kto byl, S. 301-302, versucht Ostromirs Tod auf 1060 zu datieren. Einen ernsten 
Einwand dagegen liefert die glaubwürdige Chroniknachricht unter dem Jahr 1064 über „Уузаа, 
Sohn von Ostromir, dem Voevoden von Novgorod“ (PSRL II, 152; LN I, 184). Es handelt sich hier 
um eine zeitgenössische Bemerkung, und da Ostromir zu diesem Zeitpunkt noch lebte, bestätigt sein 
Amtswechsel: er ist nicht mehr Statthalter (posadnik) von Novgorod, sondern ein Voevode (Herzog, 
Heerführer), was auf die Anwesenheit eines Fürsten in Novgorod hinweist. Zu beiden Amtern vgl. 
А. GIEYSZTOR, Wojewoda, in SSS 6, 1981, S. 551-552; A. POPPE, Posadnik, in SSS 4, 1970, S. 239- 
240. 


23 Blizok, blizocestvo wird manchmal auch allgemein zur Bezeichnung einer Verwandtschaft 
gebraucht, aber vor allem bedeutet es eine Versippung durch Heirat. In dieser Hinsicht ist die 
Terminologie der kirchenrechtlichen Gesetzgebung (Nomokanon) im Bereich der Ehehindernisse in 
slawischen Übersetzungen eindeutig. So z.B. der altrussische Nomokanon (Korméaja von Rjazan, 
Handschrift aus dem Jahre 1284): , Sut’ Ze druzii braci, ne suzom srodstva, blizocestvom Ze vzbran- 
дает tvoriti; blizocestvo Ze est’ svojstvo lic ot brakov пат soctano proce srodstva " und weiter , bli- 
zocestvo Ze ibo rekÿe svat’stvo“ (svat'stvo = angeheiratete Verwandtschaft); siehe Slovar’ 
drevnerusskogo jazyka XI-XIV vv., t. I. Moskva 1988, 5. 231-232; vgl. I. SREZNEVSKN, Materialy dlja 
slovarja drevnerusskogo jazyka 1, SPb 1893, S. 115. Auch im späteren Sprachgebrauch hat sich vor 
allem diese Bedeutung erhalten; vgl. V. DAL’, Tolkovyj slovar' Zivogo velikorusskogo jazyka, t. I, 
1880 (Reprint 1978), S. 97; P. ALEKSEEV, Cerkovnyj slovar’ 1, SPb 1817 (Reprint Hildesheim 1976), 
S. 238, 239, 244. 
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Welcher Art die Sippschaft zwischen Izjaslav und Ostromir sein konnte, scheint seit 
1864 festzustehen:?^ Es wurde angenommen, daß die Verwandtschaft auf Malusa, die 
Mutter Vladimirs des Großen, zurückreicht. Der Bruder dieser Malusa, Dobrynja, Erzieher, 
Vormund und Oheim Vladimirs, wurde nach 980 Statthalter von Novgorod. Auch sein Sohn 
Konstantin bekleidete nach dem Jahre 1016 einige Zeit dieses Amt. Darauf fußt 
PROZOROVSKUs Hypothese, daß Ostromir der Enkel des Dobrynja und der Sohn Konstantins 
gewesen sei und deshalb die Novgoroder Statthalterschaft erbte. Nach der Hypothese wáre 
Ostromir ein im dritten Grade blutsverwandter Oheim Izjaslavs.?? Bessere Hypothesen als 
diese sind bislang nicht erwogen worden. 

Die Sippschaft zwischen Fürst Izjaslav und Ostromir kann auf anderem Wege erklart 
werden, wenn wir weitere Angaben Kolophons über den Novgoroder Statthalter und seine 
Familie berücksichtigen. Der Verfasser der Nachschrift lobt namlich Ostromir als Stifter 
und erbittet von Gott viele Lebensjahre für ihn, seine Gattin Theophana, ihre Kinder 
(Nachkommen) und deren Ehegatten (samomu jemu i podruziju jego Feofanie i Cadom jeju 
i podruziem ¿ad jeju).26 

So ist es eindeutig, daB Ostromir und seine Lebensgefáhrtin im Jahre 1057 schon 
erwachsene und verheiratete Kinder hatten, und zwar mindestens drei, was aus dem 
Gebrauch des Plurals zu erschlieBen ist, denn im Kolophon findet der damals ja übliche 
Dual Anwendung, wenn von Ostromir und Theophana die Rede ist. Enkelkinder werden 
nicht erwähnt, was merkwürdig ist. Cado bedeutet genau „das Kind“, wurde aber im 
Kirchenslawischen und Altrussischen auch im weiteren Sinne als „der Nachkomme“ 
gebraucht 27 Podruzie bedeutet Ehefrau oder Ehemann zugleich, und die Bedeutung liegt 
nahe bei „Lebensgefährte/Lebensgefährtin“ (von drug - Freund, Genosse, Gefährte). Es 
wird neben anderen Bezeichnungen für Eheleute gebraucht, aber im Vergleich zum dop- 


24 D PROZOROVSKU, О rodstve sv. Vladimira po materi, Zapiski Imperatorskoj Akademii 
nauk 5 (1864) 17-26; V. L. JANIN, Novgorodskie posadniki, Moskva 1962, 54; Β.Α. RYBAKOV, 
Drevnjaja Rus'. Skazanija, byliny, letopisi, Moskva 1963, 197. 


25 Vgl. auch D. PROZOROVSKU, Novye razyskanija o Novgorodskich posadnikach, SPb 1892, 
S. 3. RYBAKOV, Drevnjaja Rus’ (wie Anm. 24), 204, bemerkt, daß „der Verwandtschaftsgrad nicht 
bewiesen werden kann, doch unzweifelhaft war Ostromir ein naher Verwandter von Konstantin“, der 
Sohn von Dobrynja und der Neffe der MaluSa, der Mutter des Vladimir. Gerade das Fehlen jeglich- 
er Hinweise in den Quellen zieht die ganze Hypothese in Zweifel. 


26 Ostromirovo Evangelie, Bl. 294v.: „Gott gebe viele Jahre dem, der dieses Evangelium ge- 
stiftet hat, vielen christlichen Seelen zum Trost. O Herre Gott, gib ihm auch den Segen der heiligen 
Evangelisten Johannes, Matthäus, Lukas und Markus und der heiligen Stammvater Abraham, Isaak 
und Jakob, ihm selbst und seiner Lebensgefährtin Theophana wie auch deren Kindern und den 
Lebensgefahrten der Kinder. Lebt viele Jahre in Gesundheit und haltet das Euch Anvertraute hoch.“ 
Die namentliche Nennung der Evangelisten als der Verfasser des Textes - hervorgehoben durch 
deren Portraite - ist einleuchtend. Das Anführen der drei Stammváter so es nicht ein aus griechischen 
Kolophonen hergebrachtes Klischee ist, kann als ein besonders ausgesuchter, an die ganze Familie 
Ostromirs (welcher selbst den Nanien von Jakobs Sohn Joseph trug) adressierter Wunsch betrachtet 
werden, der festen Glauben (Abraham), Gottesgnade (Isaak) und Gottes Schutz (Jakob) zum Inhalt 
hat. Der volle Sinn dieser Anspielung dürfte wohl nur für Ostromir, Theophana und deren zeit- 
genóssischen Umgebung verstándlich gewesen sein. 

27 SREZNEVSKU, Materialy, Ш, SPb 1903, 1467-1468; in der Bedeutung von Nachkommens- 
chaft nur im Plural werden damit gr. τέκνα, ἔκγονα übersetzt. Vgl. Ostromirovo Evangelie, Bl. 187r. 
Und 198r.: „ Krov’ ego na nas i na éadech našich“ (Matth. 27, 25: „ет τὰ τέκνα”). Luthers Uber- 
setzung: ,Sein Blut komme über uns und unsere Kinder.* 





peldeutigen muž — Zena (Mann - Frau) betont es gerade im Kolophon eines Evangelistars 
die kirchliche Rechtswirksamkeit des Ehebundes. Dazu scheint podruzie - genau wie 
lateinisch consors - in Anwendung auf eine Frau auf eine Parität im Ehebund hinzuweisen.28 

Die Erwáhnung von erwachsenen, verheirateten Kindern erlaubt es, das Lebensalter 
Ostromirs und Theophanas auf mindestens 40-45 Jahre zu schátzen; aufgrund der Tatkraft 
seiner Amtsführung wird Ostromir nicht alter als 55-60 gewesen sein, und damit ist das 
Geburtsjahr Ostromirs frühestens um das Jahr 1000 anzusetzen. Wegen seiner auflerge- 
wóhnlichen Seltenheit weckt der Name Theophana nun unsere Aufmerksamkeit. Zwar ist 
das Frauennamenbuch des russischen Mittelalters kláglich arm, aber der Name Theophana 
ist zweifellos selten, wohingegen die mánnliche Form Theophan doch ab und zu vorkommt. 
Die einzige und bekannte Ausnahme ist eine griechische Aristokratin namens Theophano 
Muzalon, die um 1083 den russischen Fürsten Oleg (Izjaslavs Neffen) während seiner 
Verbannung ins byzantinische Reich (auf Rhodos) heiratete.2? 

Aber genauso außergewöhnlich wie der Name Theophana selbst ist es, daß Ostromirs 
Frau überhaupt mit Namen erwähnt wird. Die Geburt von Fürstentöchtern wird von 
Chronisten ignoriert, und sogar die Ehen mit anderen Herrscherhàusern werden nur ver- 
einzelt registriert. Die Nestor-Chronik, die die Geburtsjahre der Sóhne Jaroslavs vermerkt, 
sagt kein Wort über seine Töchter. Nur aus auswärtigen Quellen erfahren wir etwas über sie 
- als Königinnen von Ungarn, Norwegen und Frankreich.?? Auch die Ehen von Jaroslavs 
Sóhnen und Enkeln waren für den Chronisten nicht von Interesse. Jaroslavs Frau Ingigerd- 
Irene (die Tochter des Schwedenkönigs Olaf) wird in der einziger Überlieferung über sie, 
der Nachricht über ihren Tod, nicht einmal mit Namen genannt.?! Nur beiläufig erwähnt der 
Chronist, wenn er über die Geburt von Jaroslavs Enkel Vladimir zum Jahr 1053 berichtet, 


28  SREZNEVSKI, Materialy, II, 1895, 1074. Es ist bemerkenswert, daB podruzie nur im 
Kolophon erscheint, im Text der Perikopen und im Kalender wird Zena in beiderlei Sinn verwendet, 
als Ehefrau und als Frau. Diese Bezeichnung der Ehefrau scheint am ehesten dem zeitgenössischen 
lateinischen consors (in matrimonio) zu entsprechen. Damit ist sicher Gütergemeinschaft verbunden; 
Schenkungen, Verkäufe oder Zuwendungen an Kirchen wurden von beiden Gatten gemeinsam 
vorgenommen oder vom Manne unter Zustimmung der Ehefrau. Eine Adlige in der Rus' verfügte 
wohl über eigenen Besitz (Mitgift, Landbesitz). Wahrscheinlich gab es auch das Recht der Ehefrau 
(Witwe) auf die Verfassung eines eigenen Testaments. Eine consors in der politischen Tatigkeit 
(Genossin in der Statthalterschaft) kommt hier wohl nicht in Frage. Dem Gatten mit Rat und Tat zur 
Seite zu stehen, war schon eine private Angelegenheit. 


?9 М. BAUMGARTEN, Généalogies et Mariages Occidentaux des Rurikides Russes du Xe au 
XIIIe siècle, (= Orientalia Christina, 35) Roma 1927, table IV, 4. 20; A. SOLOv'EV, Archon Rhosias, 
Byzantion 31 (1961) 237-239 (Nachdruck in: Idem, Byzance et la formation de l'Etat russe, London 
1979, IV; vgl. auch ibidem VII, 570-571); V. L. JANIN, Pecati Feofano Muzalon, in: Numizmatika i 
sfragistika 2, Kiev 1965, S. 76-90. 

30 Siehe BAUMGARTEN, Généalogies, table I, 24, 27, 28, S. 9; M. HELLMANN, Die 
Heiratspolitik Jaroslavs des Weisen, in: Forschungen zur osteuropáischen Geschichte 8, Berlin 1962, 
S. 8, 14-23. Die vierte ist uns nur aus der Zeichnung aus dem Jahre 1651, einer Stifterkomposition 
aus dem 11. Jahrhundert (Taroslav mit seiner Familie) in der Erzkathedrale von Kiev, bekannt; vgl. 
Е. KÄMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild von den Anfängen bis zu Peter dem Großen. Reckling- 
hausen 1978, S. 111-115. 

31 PSRL WU, 143: „Verschieden ist die Fürstin, Jaroslavs Frau, am 10. Februar“ (1051). Ihr 
christlicher Name ist nur in der Lobrede des Metropoliten Hilarion (1050), ihr weltlicher in der 
Eymundar-Saga erhalten. 


141 


142 


seine Mutter: „Geboren von einer Kaisertochter, einer Griechin“.3? Daß sie eine Tochter des 
Kaisers Konstantin IX. Monomachos war, ergibt sich eindeutig aus dem Beinamen ihres 
Sohnes „Monomach“. Trotzdem wird über ihre Identität bis heute gestritten.?? 

Ein beredtes Beispiel für das mangelnde Interesse an weiblichen Familienangehórigen 
bringt die Darstellung des Kiever Fürsten Svjatoslav mit seiner Familie auf der Miniatur im 
Florileg aus dem Jahre 1073.34 Sie zeigt den Fürsten, die Fürstin und ihre 5 Sóhne, aber 
keine einzige Tochter. Jedes der Mànnerbildnisse ist mit dem entsprechenden Namen verse- 
hen, die Frauengestalt aber wird nur als knjagyni - die Fürstin - bezeichnet. So kónnen wir 
nur vermuten, wie sie hieß - ob sie die Tochter des Grafen Etheler von Dithmarschen oder 
Oda von Stade war.? Im Trierer Psalter, der als Codex Gertrudianus aus Cividale bekannt 
ist, ist auf einer der zusätzlichen byzantinisch-russischen Miniaturen, die irgendwann zwis- 
chen 1070-1080 gemalt wurden, die Eigentümerin des Psalters Gertrud vor dem Bild des 
Apostels Petrus betend samt ihrem Sohn Jaropolk und dessen Frau dargestellt.3° Die erk- 
lárende Inschrift betrifft den „gerechten Jaropolk“ (ò δίκαιος ΙΔΡΟΠΟΛΚ), ignoriert aber ganz 
seine nebenstehende Ehefrau Irene (wahrscheinlich Kunegunde von Orlamünde) und die 
kniende Gertrud wird als „Jaropolks Mutter“ (mater ' Jaropolca) erklärt. 

In den Kolophonen der Handschriften von 1047 und 1073 wird beim Gesundheits- 
wunsch für Fürsten die fürstliche Familie überhaupt nicht erwähnt. 77 Wenn also die 


32 PSRL I, 160; II, 149: „Im Jahre 1053 wurde Vsevolod von der Kaisertochter, der Griechin, 
ein Sohn geboren, den nannte er Volodimir.“ Der altslawische Ausdruck cesarica wie auch der 
griechische der βασίλισσα wurden für Kaiserin und Kaisertochter gleichermaßen verwandt. In diesem 
Falle handelt es sich um die Tochter von Konstantinos IX. Monomachos aus einer vorehelichen 
Verbindung vor seiner Heirat mit der Kaiserin Zoe im Jahre 1042. Da aber in der Rus' und auch, wie 
uns Liudprand (Antapodosis V, 14) mitteilt, „die Griechen bei der Abstammung aus adligem 
Geschlecht nicht nach der Mutter, sondern nur nach dem Vater fragen“, konnte um 1050, als es zur 
Ehe mit Vsevolod kam, die Tochter des aktuellen Kaisers mit gutem Grund als Kaisertochter gelten. 


33 Vielleicht war es die Tochter der Sebaste Maria Skleraina; vgl. A. SOLOVIEV, Maria, fille 
de Constantin IX Monomaque, Byzantion 33 (1933) 241-248 (Repr. VI wie Anm. 29), und meine 
Ergánzungen dazu in ByzSlav 32 (1971) 267. W. 5ΕΙΒΤ, Die Skleroi. Eine prosopographisch-sigillo- 
graphische Studie, Wien 1976, hat diese wichtige Frage übersehen. Kritisch zum Forschungsstand A. 
ΚΑΖΗΡΑΝ, Rus’-Byzantine Princely Marriages in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, Harvard 
Ukrainian Studies (im weiteren HUS) 12/13 (1988/89) 416-417. 


34 Izbornik Svjatoslava 1073 goda. Faksimil'noe izdanie rukopisi, Moskva 1983, Bl. 1v; 
frühere photomechanische Ausgabe: SPb 1880, Nachdruck in: Monumenta Linguae Slavicae, Bd. 3, 
Wiesbaden 1965, Bl. 1v. Zur Stifterminiatur, mehrmals schwarzweiß und einige Male in Farbe veróf- 
fentlicht, siehe z.B. KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, Abb. 65, 66, S. 118-119. 


35 Vel. В. BLOCH, Verwandtschaftliche Beziehungen des sächsischen Adels zum russischen 
Fürstenhause im 11. Jahrhundert, in: Festschrift für A. Brachmann, Weimar 1931, S. 186-206 (für 
Oda); BAUMGARTEN, Généalogies. Tab. I, 25, 9 (von Dithmarschen). J. FORSTMANN, Die Beziehungen 
altrussischer Fürstengeschlechter zu Westeuropa, Bern 1970, Tafel 1, S. 135, vermutet, ἆαβ Svja- 
toslavs erste Frau eine Grafin von Dithmarschen war, seine zweite Oda von Stade. Trotz des ziem- 
lich eindeutigen Hinweises von Lampert von Hersfeld von 1075, daß der Propst Burchard von Trier 
der Bruder von Svjatoslavs Frau war (hrsg. V. O. HOLDER-EGGER, 1894, S. 202), bleibt nicht aus- 
geschlossen, daß Lampert Svjatoslav mit dessen Bruder Vladimir (11052) verwechselt hat. Vgl. М. 
BAUMGARTEN, Oda Stadskaja i ee syn Rostislav, in: Letopis’ istoriko-rodoslovnogo obS¢estva 4 (16), 
Moskva 1908, S. 3-4; leider ist über das Leben und die Lebensdaten Odas, der Nonne zu Ringelheim, 
wenig bekannt. Vgl. R. G. HUCKE, Die Grafen von Stade 900-1144, Stade 1956, S. 68-70. 


36 H. SAUERLAND - A. HASELOFF, Der Psalter Erzbischof Egberts von Trier. Codex Gertru- 
dianus in Cividale, Trier 1901, S. 173-174, Tafel 42; KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, S. 117. 


37 Für die Nachschrift von 1047 siehe Е. KARSKU, Slavjanskaja Kirillovskaja paleografija, 





Erwähnung von Frauen selbst aus Herrscherhäusern sonst vermieden wird oder allenfalls 
ohne Eigennamen erfolgt, ist es erlaubt, aus der namentlichen Nennung von Ostromirs 
Ehegattin im Kolophon einen Schluß zu ziehen, nämlich den auf eine besondere gesell- 
schaftliche Stellung dieser Dame, die wohl mit ihrer Herkunft zu tun haben muB. 

Kehren wir zu der Verwandtschaft zwischen Ostromir und Izjaslav zurück. Weil blizok 
einen angeheirateten Verwandten bedeutet, darf nun vermutet werden, daß Theophana das 
Bindeglied war, das den Gatten zum Versippten des Fürsten machte. 


3. Wer war Theophana von Novgorod? 

Die gesellschaftliche und kulturelle Umwelt der Theophana von Novgorod lenkt im 
Zusammenhang mit uns bekannten historischen Ereignissen unsere Aufmerksamkeit auf 
andere Tragerinnen dieses Namens. Es ist möglich, daß zu ihrem ehrenden Gedächtnis 
unsere Theophana ihren Namen erhalten hat. 

Es gab zwei Kaiserinnen ihres Namens. Theophano, die Gemahlin des byzantinischen 
Kaisers Romanos II. (1963), war die Mutter der Anna (*963, 11011), die im Jahre 988 den 
Kiever Fürsten Vladimir heiratete. Diese Ehe steht am Anfang der Bekehrung der Rus’.38 
Hatte Anna einer ihrer Tóchter den Namen ihrer eigenen Mutter gegeben, lage dies durchaus 
auf der Linie des Üblichen. Der nächste Schritt, nämlich die Novgoroder Theophana als 
Tochter Vladimirs und Annas zu identifizieren, würde Ostromirs Verwandtschaft zu 
Izjaslav, die jedenfalls als angeheiratet zu bezeichnen ist, am einfachsten erkláren. Als 
Vladimirs Tochter ware Theophana eine Tante der bekannten Enkeln Vladimirs, darunter 
auch Izjaslavs. 

Eine fast andere, ebenfalls „einfache“ Erklärung für Ostromirs Verwandtschaft mit 
Izjaslav kónnte die Zurechnung der Novgoroder Theophana zur Parantel der deutschen 
Kaiserin Theophanu liefern: Bekanntlich war unter den Kindern Ottos II. und der 
Theophanu die um 978 geborene Mathilde (11025), die 993 den lothringischen Pfalzgrafen 
Ezzo (* um 955, 11034) hieratete.39 Zu der reichen Nachkommenschaft dieses Ehepaares 
gehörte die um das Jahr 996 geborene Tochter Richeza (11063).40 Aufgrund einer 


Leningrad 1928 (Repr. Moskva 1979), 5. 281; POPPE, „Is Kuriloce " (wie Anm. 11), 5. 319; Izbornik 
Svjatoslava (wie Anm. 34), Bl. 2v., 263v.-264. 


38 Vgl. A. PorPE, The Political Background to the Baptism of Rus. Byzantino-Russian 
Relations Between 986-989, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 30 (1976), S. 197-199, 224-235, 240-242. Dem 
deutschen Leser wurde die in dieser Abhandlung enthaltene These über die politischen Umstände 
dieser Heirat nahegebracht von G. G. BLUM, Die Taufe des Groffirsten Vladimir. Historiographie 
und christliche Deutung, Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 99 (1988) 1-22. 


3» Vgl A. HOFMEISTER, Studien zu Theophanu, in: Festschrift Stengel 1952, S. 225-232; U. 
LEWALD, Die Ezzonen. Das Schicksal eines rheinischen Fürstengeschlechts, Rheinische 
Vierteljahrblatter 43 (1979) 120-168. Über die Kinder und Nachkommen Ottos II. und der Theopha- 
nu siehe zuletzt С. WOLF in: Kaiserin Theophanu -- Prinzessin aus der Fremde - des Westreiches 
große Kaiserin, hrsg. уоп G. WOLF, Köln 1991, S. 168-199. 


40 Siehe H. Lunar, Piasten und Ottonen, in: Idem, An Elbe und Oder um das Jahr 1000, Köln 
1971, S. 87, 90-91; S. TRAWKOWSKI, Rycheza, in: Polski Slownik Biograficzny (im weiteren PSB) 33, 
1992, 368-373. Der Versuch, die Abkunft Richezas von Theophanu und Otto II. in Frage zu stellen, 
wurde überzeugend widerlegt; siehe dazu E. HLAVITSCHKA, Königin Richeza von Polen - Enkelin 
Konrads von Schwaben, nicht Kaiser Ottos П.?, in: Institutionen, Kultur und Gesellschaft im 
Mittelalter. Festschrift für J. Fleckenstein, Sigmaringen 1984, S. 221-244; G. WoLF, (wie Anm. 39), 
S. 200-207; K. JASINSKI, Rodówod pierwszych Piastów, Wroclaw 1992, s. 113-120 (Mieszko i 
Rycheza). 


143 








Übereinkunft zwischen Heinrich II. und Boleslav Chrobry aus dem Jahre 1013 wurde die 
Ezzonin Richeza Ehefrau des polnischen Thronfolgers Mieszko II. Die aus dieser Ehe (sich- 
er nach 1016, wahrscheinlich um 1020) geborene Gertrud wurde in den 1040er Jahren 
Ehefrau von Jaroslavs zweitem Sohn Izjaslav (31024, 11078).*! 

So ware natürlich zu erwarten, daß unter der Nachkommenschaft von Otto II. und 
Theophanu, hier also aus Mathildes Ehe mit Ezzo und ihrer Nachkommenschaft, den 
Ezzonen und Hezeliniden, eine Namensschwester der Kaiserin erscheint. Allerdings sind 
nicht die Namen aller Tóchter bekannt (z.B. nicht der Name der Tochter Lindolfs (11031). 
der Erbin des Reichslehens Alzey).*? Nur unter den Ezzoninnen ist eine Theophanu bekannt, 
eine der jüngeren Schwestern der Richeza. Diese etwa um die Jahre 1000-1010 geborene 
Theophanu, die leibliche Tante der Gertrud, kommt überhaupt nicht in Frage, und zwar aus 
einem ganz einfachen Grunde: ihr Leben und tatkráftiges Wirken als Nonne, ab 1039 als 
Äbtissin Theophanu des Kanonissenstiftes Essen (f um 1056), ist so gut belegt, daß sie die 
angeheiratete Verwandtschaft Ostromirs, wenngleich eine Tante der Gertrud, nicht erklären 
Капп.43 Man sieht zugleich, in welche Gefahr ein Historiker geraten kann, der aus dem 
Schweigen der Quellen Schlußfolgerungen zieht. Wenn man von Ezzonin Theophanu nichts 
außer ihrer Abstammung wüßte, hätten Genealogen diese Tante Gertruds gewiß schon zur 
Theophana von Novgorod erklart. 


41  Gertruds Heirat ist frühestens auf 1043 und einige Zeit vor 1050 zu datieren. In Kiev war 
sie unter dem Namen Elizabeth (Olisava) bekannt - unter der Voraussetzung, daß sie außer Jaropolk- 
Peter (11078) auch einen zweiten Sohn Svjatopolk-Michael (*1050, 11113) hatte. S. KETRZYNSKI, 
Gertruda (ca. 1025-1108), in: PSB 7, 1958, 405-406; V. L. JANIN, Russkaja knjaginja Olisava- 
Gertruda i ee syn Jaropolk, Numismatika i epigrafika V (1963) 142-164; JASINSKI, Rodowód, S. 144- 
147; G. LABUDA (Lexikon des Mittelalters IV, 1989, 1354) setzt Gertruds Geburtsdatum (um 1020) 
und Hochzeitsdatum (1040-1043) zu früh an. S. KeTRZYNSKI hat zu Recht darauf hingewiesen, daß 
G. ihren Namen am wahrscheinlichsten zu Ehren der Adelsheiligen Gertrud von Nivelles (7. Jh.) 
erhalten hat, da ihre Tante, die Ezzonin Adelheid (110113). Abtissin des Frauenklosters in Nivelles 
bei Namur war. Die besonderen Beziehungen dieses Klosters zu Ottos II. und Theophanus 
Nachkommenschaft werden durch das Testament Theophanus von Essen bestätigt, in dem unter den 
Beschenkten auch , Sancta Gertruda“ genannt wird; siehe Urkundenbuch für die Geschichte des 
Niederrheins, hrsg. V. Th. LACOMBLET, Bd. I, Düsseldorf 1840, Nr. 190, S. 122; zum Codex Gertru- 
dianus siehe H. SAUERLAND - A. HASELOFF (wie oben Anm. 14); dazu B. KÜRBIS, Gertrudianische 
Gebete im Psalterium Egberti, in: Europa Slavica - Europa Orientalis. Festschrift für H. Ludat, 
Berlin 1980, S. 249-261. Zu Izjaslav-Dmitrij vgl. Lexikon des Mittelalters V, 1991, 843. 


*?? Aus der Untersuchung LEWALDS, Die Ezzonen (wie Anm. 39) und der mühsamen 
Zusammenstellung von W. GLOCKER, Die Verwandten der Ottonen und ihre Bedeutung in der 
Politik. Studien zur Familienpolitik und zur Genealogie des sächsischen Kaiserhauses, Köln-Wien 
1989, geht hervor, daß außer der Ezzonin Theophanu von Essen keine andere Trägerin dieses 
Namens bekannt ist. GLOCKERS Übersicht scheint jedoch nicht eingehend zu sein, da er Gertrud nicht 
kennt und als Frau des Izjaslav nur N. N. nennt. 


43 Theophanu, die Äbtissin von Essen, ist durch die Quellen sehr gut belegt; siehe dazu W. 
ZIMMERMANN, Das Münster zu Essen, Essen 1956; GLOCKER, Die Verwandten, s. 317-319, 425 (mit 
reichen Literaturangaben). Vgl. Auch В. DRÖGEREIT, Griechisch-Byzantinisches aus Essen, Byz. 
Zeitschrift 46 (1953) 110-115. С. WoLF irrt sich, wenn er Theophanus Testament auf März 1056 und 
ihren Tod wenige Tage später auf den 7. Marz 1056 datiert (ibidem wie Anm. 39, 182-183). Sicher 
ist nur Theophanus Todestag: Ш Nonas Martii, also am 5. Marz. Theophanus Testament trágt kein 
Datum (Urkundenbuch, wie Anm. 41, Nr. 190), aber aufgrund der Aufzeichnung in einem Evangeliar 
für die Schwestern zu Gerresheim, die mit der letzten Willensverfügung Theophanus korrespondiert, 
darf angenommen werden, daß letztere nur kurz vor ihrem Hinscheiden verfaßt worden ist. Als 
Todesjahr darf 1056 als am wahrscheinlichsten gelten; vgl. F. W. OEDINGER, Die Regesten der 

144  Erzbischófe von Köln, 1, Bonn 1954-1961, Nr. 849, 246 (und unten Anm. 79). 


Obgleich auch jetzt nicht ausgeschlossen werden kann - besonders nicht in Anbetracht 
der regen Eheverbindungen der Rjurikiden mit hochadeligen deutschen Geschlechtern -, 
daß es noch eine uns unbekannte Theophanu gegeben hat, die mit Gertrud verwandt war und 
mit Ostromir verheiratet wurde, kehren wir zu dem Verwandtschaftsverhältnis müterlicher- 
seits, Theophano - Anna - Theophana, zurück. 

Das seltene Vorkommen des Namens nicht nur bei Slawen und Deutschen, sondern 
auch in Byzanz selber^^ in den folgenden Jahrhunderten scheint mit dem besonderen 
Charisma dieses Namens zusammenzuhangen. Der Name hat einen der Zentralbegriffe des 
Christentums als Etymon: Theophania - das Sichtbarwerden, Erscheinen des Herrn, Dei 
apparitio, Bogojavlenie, Fest der Taufe Christi. Besonders das Femininum Theophano stand 
dieser Bedeutung nahe und konnte so empfunden werden, weniger der mánnliche Name 
Theophanes, der in Byzanz nicht selten war. 

Als erste und bekannte Trägerin dieses Namens in Byzanz kommt eine Theophano aus 
adeliger athenischer Familie vor, verwandt mit der Hauptkaiserin Irene (797-802), die 
Gemahlin des nur kurzfristig regierenden Kaisers Staurakios (81 1).45 Auch die erste Frau 
des Kaisers Leon VI. (886-912) hieß Theophano. Kurz nach der Heirat zog sie sich in das 
Blachernenkloster zurück und beschloß ihr leid- und tugendvolles Leben noch nicht 
30jahrig (1895 oder 896).46 Der Urheber ihrer Leiden, Kaiser Leon, versuchte Theophano 
als Heilige durchzusetzen, indem er zu ihrem Gedächtnis eine Kirche errichten und auf ihren 
Namen weihen ließ. Die Weihe einer Kirche nach einer kirchenamtlich noch nicht als 
Heiligen anerkannten Person stief auf den Widerstand des Klerus und zwang den Kaiser, 
die Theophanokirche in „Allerheiligenkirche“ umzubenennen.*’ Trotzdem nannte man 
diese Kirche auch unter ihrem ursprünglichen Namen. 

Daß Konstantin, aus der 4. unkanonischen Ehe Leons mit Zoe Karbonopsina geboren, 
mit der Verehrung der ersten Frau seines Vaters als einer Heiligen etwas zu tun hatte, läßt 
sich deutlich aus seinem Zeremonienbuch herauslesen. Bei der Beschreibung der Prozession 
am Allerheiligentage wird zweimal die Kapelle (eukterion) der heiligen Theophano im 
Zusammenhang mit einem Aufenthalt der kaiserlichen Familie erwáhnt.*8 Das zeigt, daß am 
Hofe und vor allem in der kaiserlichen Familie die Kaiserin Theophano als Heilige verehrt 


44 Ур]. Fr. TINNEFELD, Die Braut aus Byzanz - Fragen zu Theophanus Umfeld und 
gesellschaftlicher Stellung vor ihrer abendländischen Heirat, т: Kaiserin Theophanu (wie Anm. 39), 
S. 247-261, hier insbes. S. 250-252. Im 13. Jahrhundert ist der Name, obzwar selten, in Gutsbesitzer- 
familien anzutreffen; vgl. Acta et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi, vol. 4, ed. F. MIKLOSICH, J. MÜLLER, 
Wien 1871, S. 77, 200. 

45 Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. Boor, Lipsiae 1883, S. 483, 492, 493; vgl W. 
TREADGOLD, 7he Byzantine Revival 780-842, Stanford 1988, S. 176. Es ist aber nicht klar, ob sie 
diesen Namen schon vor der Heirat trug oder ob sie erst als kaiserliche Braut einen neuen Namen 
erhielt. 

46 E. Kurtz, Zwei griechische Texte über die heilige Theophana, in: Zapiski Imperatorskoj 
Akademii Nauk, ser. VII, t. 3/2. SPb 1898, S. 1-24; vgl. G. da CosrA-LOUILLET, in: Byzantion 25- 
27 (1955-1957) 823-836. 

47 DazuG.DowNEY, The Church of All Saints (Church of St. Theophano) near the Church of 
the Holy Apostles at Constantinople, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 9/10 (1956), 301-305; С. MAJESKA, 
The Body of St. Theophano, the Empress and the Convent of St. Constantine, ByzSlav 38 (1977) 14- 
21: 


4 "Vgl. Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, De caerimoniis aulae Byzantinae, ed. J. J. REISKE, I, 
Bonn 1829, S. 433, 537 (lib. I, 96; II, 7). 
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wurde. Im Lichte dieser Erwáhnung der Kapelle der hl. Theophano im architektonischen 
Ensemble der Allerheiligenkirche darf der dem Konstantin in den Patria Konstantinopoleos 
zugeschriebene Bau der Theophanokirche so verstanden werden, daß der Kaiser einfach 
eine Theophanokapelle errichtete, die mit dem Gebäude der Allerheiligenkirche eine Einheit 
bildete.*? 

Aus der Verehrung der hl. Theophano um die Mitte des 10. Jahrhunderts in Konstan- 
tinopel erklart sich also, warum Anastaso, die Braut Romanos’ II. - des Sohnen Konstantins 
VII. -, bei der Heirat auf Wunsch des Schwiegervaters den Namen Theophano annahm.50 
Die heilige Patronin der kaiserlichen Familie stand bei dieser Namensänderung Pate. Die 
Kaiserlichkeit des Namens verstand sich von selbst. 

Man weiß nicht genau, wann diese Ehe geschlossen wurde, sicher nicht später als 956, 
aber wahrscheinlich zwei Jahre früher.?! Die genauere Datierung wáre wichtig, nicht nur um 
die Frage beantworten zu kónnen, ob am 9. September 957 bei dem Empfang der Kiever 
Fürstin Olga - nach dem Festmahl beim familiár in Aristerion servierten Nachtisch - schon 


49 In den Patria Konstantinopoleos, in den Zusätzen, welche noch vor 990 gemacht wurden, 
wird der Bau der Theophanokirche dem Sohn Leons VI., dem Kaiser Konstantin VII. Porphyro- 
gennetos, zugeschrieben (und damit auf seine Regierungsjahre 944-959 gelegt). Man vermutet, daß 
hier eher der Abschluß der Ausschmückungsarbeiten dieser Kirche gemeint ist. Siehe Patria Cons- 
tantinopoleos, ed. Th. PREGER ( Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanorum, vol. 2), Leipzig 1907, 
S. 280, 282, 288; A. BERGER, Untersuchungen..., (Poikila Byzantina, 7) Berlin 1986, S. 363, 500, 
615. 


50 Theophanes Continuatus, ed. Bonn 1838, S. 458; vgl. Joannes Scylitzae, Synopsis histori- 
arum, ed. I. THURN, Berlin 1973, s. 240. Anastaso-Theophano ist als Frau niedriger Herkunft, als 
Tochter eines Schenkwirts, in die Geschichte eingegangen. Ist aber diese Ansicht wirklich glaub- 
würdig? Ihr spáteres Verhalten hat ihren Ruf in den Augen der Zeitgenossen scheinbar schwer 
angeschlagen und sie wurde verspottet, doch war eine solche Verspottung damals wohl gang und 
gabe. Vgl. G. MoRGAN, A Byzantine Satirical Song, Byz. Zeitschrift 47 (1954) 292-297. 


5! Die Zeit der Heirat Romanos' II. mit Theophano wird schon seit langer Zeit unter ver- 
schiedenen Blinkwinkeln betrachtet, doch liegt der Forschung noch kein sicheres Ergebnis vor, und 
der vorgeschlagene Rahmen (954-957) ist m.E. zu weit gesteckt. Die Datierung der Hochzeit 
Romanos ΠΠ. ist wichtig für die Feststellung des Geburtsjahres der künftigen deutschen Kaiserin. Es 
wird vermutet, daB Kaiserin Theophano die Patenschaft bei der Taufe der Tochter von Konstantin 
Skleros und Sophia Phokaina übernommen hat. Die mehrmals in Schriften festgehaltene byzantinis- 
che Absicht, nach der nach Bertas Tod (949) Romanos mit der Nichte Ottos L, der bayrischen 
Prinzessin Hadwig, verheiratet werden sollte, kann eine weitere Hilfestellung bei der Eingrenzung 
des Heiratsdatums darstellen (Vgl. В. HiESTAND, Byzanz und das Regnum Italicum im 10. 
Jahrhundert, Zürich 1964, S. 206-210; G. WOLF, Die byzantinisch-abendländischen Heirats- und 
Verlobungspláne zwischen 750 und 1250, Archiv für Diplomatik 37 (1991) 21). Die Verlobung hat 
sich, wie A. NAZARENKO richtig feststellt, 953/954 zerschlagen, denn Ende 954 fand Hadwigs 
Hochzeit mit dem neuen schwabischen Grafen Burchard statt. In Widukinds Beschreibung der 
Schlacht auf dem Lechfeld vom 10. August 955 wurde jedenfalls, als Burchards Teilnahme erwähnt 
wurde, dessen Heirat mit Hadwig hervorgehoben, was wohl mit der frischen Erinnerung an die nur 
kurze Zeit zurückliegende Hochzeit zu erkláren ist. Somit darf angenommen werden, daf die verab- 
redete desponsatio zwischen Romanos und Hadwig im Jahre 953, spätestens Anfang 954 nichtig 
wurde - zugunsten von Anastaso-Theophano. Vgl. A. NAZARENKO, Kogda ezdila knjaginja Ol'ga 
v Konstantinopol’?, Viz. Vrem. 50 (1989) 77-79. Bei weiteren chronologischen Erwägungen sollte 
jedenfalls die Verlobungsgeschichte Hadwigs nicht ignoriert werden. Dazu darf der Kern der 
mündlichen Uberlieferung, die erst um 1050 niedergeschrieben wurde, als glaubwürdig betrachtet 
werden. Siehe Ekkehardi IV. Casus Sancti Galli, ed H. Е. HAEFELE, Darmstadt 1980, S. 184/185 
(Kap. 90), S. 194/195 (Kap. 94). 


ein Kind (Tochter Helene?) des Romanos und der Theophano dabei sein konnte,>? sondern 
auch für die Festlegung eines terminus post quem für die Geburt der zukünftigen Gemahlin 
Ottos П. 

All die langwierigen Versuche, diese Theophanu der makedonischen Dynastie oder 
den Lakapenen zuzuschreiben, sind obsolet, vielmehr gilt heute als sicher, daß die Nichte 
des Kaisers Johannes Tzimiskes aus einem hochadeligen Hause stammte. Gut begründet ist 
die Vermutung, daß sie eine Tochter des Konstantinos Skleros (* um 930) und der Sophia 
Phokaina war.°? Konstantinos' Schwester Maria Skleraina heiratete jedenfalls in den 950er 
Jahren den zukünftigen Kaiser Tzimiskes. Beide Aristokratenfamilien bekleideten hohe 
Ämter und standen dem Hof - besonders dem jungen Kaiser Romanos - nahe.54 So durfte 
das hochadelige Kind zur Ehre der jungen Kaiserin und zum Erweis der religiösen 
Verbundenheit mit dem kaiserlichen Kult der als Heiligen angesehenen Kaiserin Theophano 
(1896) als Theophano getauft werden. Mit diesem Namen kam sie ins Abendland und 
behielt ihn dort (gemäß der Aussprache in der griechischen Umgangsprache mit -и am 
Ende), was auch bedeutet, daß man in diesem Fall nicht der Gewohnheit folgte, den Namen 
der aus fremdem Land gekommenen Braut zu andern. Theophanu war im übrigen bei ihrer 
Heirat kein 12-13jáhriges Madchen mehr, vielmehr ungefáhr gleichen Alters wie ihr 
Bräutigam, also etwa 17 Jahre alt.55 


52 De caerimoniis, 597; schon aus der nächsten Passage ($. 598) ist zu entnehmen, daß es 
sich um ein kleines (zweijahriges) Kind (geb. 955?) handelt, das ausnahmsweise beim Nachtisch 
anwesend war und als Zeichen der Gastfreundschaft der geistlichen Tochter des Kaiserpaares vorge- 
führt wurde. - Zur Frage der Datierung der Reise Olgas nach Konstantinopel (944 oder 957) scheint 
sich in der Folge der langanhaltenden Diskussion das Jahr 957 als das wahrscheinlichere heraus- 
gestellt zu haben, insbesondere wenn man in Rechnung stellt, daB in Aristerion mindestens eines der 
Kinder von Romanos Π. und Theophano anwesend war. Siehe dazu NAZARENKO (wie Anm. 51), 66 
- 83; J. FEATHERSTONE, Ol’gas Visit to Constantinople, HUS 14 (1990) 293-312, bes. 305-307; A. 
Poppe, Once again Concerning the Baptism of Olga, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 46 (1992) 271-277. 
Auch Otto KRESTEN bemerkt zu dem Passus aus Kap. II, 15 des Zeremonienbuches, „daß der Ver- 
bindung zwischen Romanos II. und Theophano der Alteren als erstes Kind eine (bald verstorbene) 
Tochter (eben mit Namen Helene) entsprossen war“ (vgl. O. KRESTEN, Byzantinische Epilegomena 
zur Frage: Wer war Theophano?, in: Kaiserin Theophanu (wie Anm. 1), S. 409, Anm. 64). Einen 
Hinweis darauf, daß es eine Tochter der beiden namens Helene gab, findet man bei Thietmar, lib. VI., 
71, der zwar Helene mit Anna verwechselt, aber Helenes Namen nicht zufallig erwàhnt, wie auch 
sein eigenhändiger Nachtrag nomine zeigt. Vgl. dazu ΡΟΡΡΕ, The Political Background 1 (wie Anm. 
38), S. 230, Anm. 114. Jedenfalls hatte entgegen der verbreiteten Meinung die Brautwerbung nicht 
Anna, die jüngste der Kinder Romanos' IL, im Auge. 


53 Nach den ausführlichen Darstellungen von Günther WOLF darf diese Erkenntnis der 
Herkunft Theophanus wohl als gesichert gelten; siehe С. WOLF in dem von ihm herausgegebenen 
Sammelband (wie Anm. 39), 59-79, und idem, Wer war Theophanu?, in: Kaiserin Theophanu (wie 
Anm. 1), s. 385-397, mit den sehr wichtigen Erganzungen und Berichtigungen von O. KRESTEN (wie 
Anm. 52), 403-410. Die Richtung des Lósung wurde schon von J. MOLTMANN, Theophano, die 
Gemahlin Ottos П., Schwerin 1878, 12-20, trassiert. Vgl. auch A. Poppe, The Political Background 
(wie Anm. 38), S. 234, Anm. 125. 

54 Vgl. W. SEIBT, Die Skleroi. Eine prosopographisch-sigillographische Studie, Wien 1976, 
S. 33-34, 58-60; I. Dzuric, Porodica Foka, Zbornik Radova Vizantološkog Instituta 17 (1976) 246- 
253, 258-274; Nikephoros Phokas war sogar Tafpate eines der Kinder von Romanos und Theophano. 

55 Der Anfang 955 geborene Otto И. (HOFMEISTER, wie Anm. 39, 5. 227, Anm. 5) hatte an 
seinem Hochzeitstag, dem 14. April 972 das 18. Lebensjahr bereits vollendet. Wenn man Ottos 
Geburtsdatum auf den Herbst (jedenfalls vor dem 25. Dezember) 955 ansetzt (Regesta Imperii, Nr. 
5744, Graz 1950, S. 257) war er nur 6 - 7 Monate jünger. Theophanu durfte auch um 955/956 geboren 
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Erwagen kann man allerdings auch die Móglichkeit, ob nicht Tzimiskes, der Otto II. 
keine porphyrogenita geben konnte oder wollte, die für Otto II. bestimmte Braut mit einem 
„kaiserlichen“ Namen ausgestattet hat. Vielleicht hat diese Erklärung sogar am meisten für 
sich.554 


4. Anna porphyrogenita und ihre Nachkommenschaft 

Die am Kaiserhof von Konstantinopel aufwachsende Anna wurde ihrer Mutter 
Theophano über die Jahre 970-976 entzogen.56 Die Kaiserin scheint 987 noch gelebt zu 
haben, Annas religióse Erziehung umfafite bestimmt auch Besuche der Theophanokapelle 
und des kaiserlichen Mausoleums an der heiligen Apostelkirche, wo der Sarkophag aus dem 
grünen thessalischen Marmor mit den Reliquien der hl. Theophano stand. 27 Sicherlich war 
ihr die besondere Verehrung dieser Familienheiligen von Kind auf vertraut, und es war für 
sie ein natürlicher Wunsch, eine ihrer Tóchter zum Andenken an die Mutter und aus der 
gewohnten Verehrung für die Heilige auf den Namen Theophano zu taufen. 

So ware also auch erklarbar, warum Ostromirs Ehegattin nur einen Namen trug. Mit 
der Annahme des Christentums bildete sich nämlich in der Kiever Rus’ der Brauch, neben 
dem im Alltag gebrauchten Rufnamen (bezeichnet als „weltlicher“ Name, oder „fürstlicher“ 
Name, wenn es um einen solchen ging, der ausschlieBlich in der Dynastie benutzt wurde), 


sein. Fr. TINNEFELD meint mit С. WOLF polemisch, daß ihre Bezeichnung bei Widukind als puella 
wohl eine Rolle spiele, man diese aber nicht überbewerten solle; vgl. Die Braut aus Byzanz (wie 
Anm. 44), S. 254, Anm. 33. Hier muß darauf hingewiesen werden, daß damals mit puella neben dem 
polysemantischen „Mädchen“ oft genug auch eine Jungfrau bezeichnet wurde. Ein einleuchtendes 
Beispiel bietet Ekkehard IV. in Casus Sancti Galli (wie Anm. 5), $. 184: „Et cum nam esset decrepi- 
tus, thalamo, ut aiebant, secum nequicquam cubantem, in proximo moriens, quamvis non ducatu 
reliquit puellam. * Für diejenigen, denen dieses Beispiel nicht genügt und die die in die Ehe tretende 
Theophanu unbedingt als minderjáhriges Mádchen sehen wollen, soll noch auf eine gehássige Be- 
merkung Cosmae Pragensis' im Hinblick auf eine Dame hingewiesen werden: , que quia nimis inpro- 
ba fuit, iam mulier proverte etatis cum nupsisset Poloniensi duci, peplum capitis sui deposuit et puel- 
larum coronam sibi imposuit, quod erat magna dementia mulieris * (Chronica Boemorum, lib. I, 27). 
Und wenn man den Kontext von Widukinds Nachricht genauer betrachtet, so wird man darauf 
aufmerksam, daß er mit puella die wichtigste Eigenschaft der Braut zum Ausdruck bringen wollte. 
In lib. III, 71 hat Widuking die Verhandlungen von 968 und eine ganz andere puella-Braut im Auge. 
In lib. III, 73 bezeichnet er die von Tzimiskes gesandte Theophanu als puella, was noch starker die 
Jungfräulichkeit der Braut hervorhebt (vgl. Widukinds Res Gestae Saxoniae, in: Quellen zur Ge- 
schichte der sachsischen Kaiserzeit, Darmstadt 1977, S. 176/177. Warum G. WOLF (wie Anm. 52, S. 
61) die beiden Berichte Widukinds nicht im gesamten Kontext betrachtet, ist mir ebenso unver- 
standlich wie die Tatsache, daf er Otto II. zu seinem Hochzeitstag als 16jahrigen prasentiert. 


552 Unabhängig zu derselben Folgerung ist A. DAVIDS gekommen, der eingehend die 
Geschichte des Fruaennamen Theophano in Byzanz besprochen hat: A. DAVIDS, Marriage Negotians 
between Byzantium and the West and the Name of Theophano in Byzantium (eighth to tenth cen- 
turies), in: The Empress Theophano, Cambridge 1995, 111-121. 


56 Nach der Beteiligung an der Ermordung ihres zweiten Ehemannes, des Kaisers Nikephoros 
Phokas, (Dez. 969) wollte sie ihren Liebhaber, den neuen Kaiser Johannes Tzimiskes heiraten, wegen 
der unnachgiebigen Haltung des Patriarchen Polyeuktos jedoch und der verbreiteten Abneigung 
gegen sie wurde Theophano in ein Inselkloster verbannt und durfte erst nach Tzimiskes' Tod nach 
Konstantinopel zurückkehren. 

57 Siehe Constantini Porphyrogeneti, De caerimoniis, I, 642 (lib. II, 42: , de sepulchris impe- 
ratorum, quae sunt in templo 5. S. Apostolorum “у, DOWNEY (wie Anm. 47), 304-305; Ph. GRIERSON, 
The Tombs and Obits of the Byzantine Emperors (337-1042), with an Additional Note by C. MANGO 

148 and I. δρνζενκο, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 16 (1962) 22, 27-28, Anm. 89. 


einen Taufnamen zu geben, der aber nur ausnahmsweise angeführt wurde.55 In der Dynastie 
(und auch beim Adel) ist etwa seit der Mitte des 11. Jahrhunderts belegt, daß man sich mit 
einem Namen begnügte, wobei jetzt der zum Rufnamen gewordene Taufname zugleich als 
fürstlicher Name galt. Doch eigneten sich als fürstliche Rufnamen nur solche christlichen 
Namen, die gleichsam eine charismatische Bedeutung hatten, insofern ihr vorheriger Trager 
ein Gesalbter war.°? Theophana, die einen fürstlichen, sogar einen kaiserlichen und zugleich 
einen christlichen Namen trug, kann als erster Fall dieser christianisierten Namensvereini- 
gung gelten, die sich nun in der altrussischen Dynastie schrittweise ausbreitete, aber erst um 
die Wende des 13. Jahrhunderts allgemein üblich wurde. 

Über die Nachkommenschaft Vladimirs wissen wir ziemlich viel, aber leider nur aus 
der späteren und meist schon halblegendären Überlieferung.9? Die einzige zeitgenössische 
Quelle, Thietmars Chronik, weiß nur von drei SóhnenVladimirs, obwohl die tatsächliche 
Zahl bedeutend größer gewesen sein mußte. Allein durch Thietmar erfahren wir etwas über 
die neun Töchter Vladimirs, die im Jahre 1018 in Kiev lebten.°! Welche von seinen Söhnen 
aus Friedelehen vor 988 stammten, kann nur vermutet werden. Aber eine etwaige Nach- 
kommenschaft Annas wird von der spáteren Überlieferung so total ,,verschwiegen“, daB 
man den Eindruck gewinnt, dieses Thema sei mit einem Tabu belegt gewesen. 

Anna, am 13. März 963 geboren, heiratete den 30-33jährigen Vladimir im Sommer 988 
und starb als 48jahrige im Jahre 1011, wie die Nestor-Chronik mitteilt.” Aus Thietmars 
Bericht geht klar hervor, daß im Jahre 1018 in der Palastkirche neben Vladimir seine kaiser- 
liche Frau ruhte.® Die viel später bei Skylitzes überlieferte Nachricht, daß Anna nach ihrem 


58 Zu den fürstlichen Namen vgl. Anm. 59 und G. PoDSKALSKY, Christentum und theo- 
logische Literatur in der Kiever Rus’, München 1982, S. 304-305. Zu den altrussischen 
Personennamen vgl. T. SKULINA, Staroruskie immienictwo osobowe, Ι-Π, Wroclaw 1973 - 1974. Der 
Forschungsstand ist leider mangelhaft; vgl. V. BONDALETOV, Russkaja onomastika, Moskva 1983, S. 
97-108. Nützliche Zusammenstellung und Beobachtungen auch für Byzanz siehe in G. THOMA, 
Namensänderung in Herrscherfamilien des mittelalterlichen Europa, München 1985 (über Byzanz 
S. 169-190). 


5? Die christlichen Namen der Fürsten Boris und Gleb, Roman und David, wurden schon um 
die Mitte des 11. Jahrhunderts zu fürstlichen Rufnamen; da die beiden aber bald als Heilige verehrt 
wurden, bleibt die ganze Frage wenig durchsichtig; vgl. A. Poppe, The Rise of Christian Russia, 
London 1982, VI, 41-36. Ganz deutlich trat es Ende des 11. Jahrhunderts zutage, als zwei Sóhne 
Vladimir Monomachs die Ruf- und zugleich Taufnamen Georg und Andreas zu Ehren des 
UrgroBvaters Jaroslav Georgij und des Grofivaters Vsevolod-Andrej bekommen haben. Zur Deutung 
der fürstlichen Namen in der Rjurikidensippe siehe meine Bemerkungen in Russia Mediaevalis B. 
8/1 (1995) 57-66. 

60 Die Liste der Söhne Vladimirs in der Nestor-Chronik wurde aufgrund der in der Passio der 
heiligen Märtyrer Boris und Gleb (um 1072) erhaltenen Angaben zusammengestellt. Siehe О. 
KRALIK, Vztah Povesti vremennych let К Legende ο Borisu i Glebovi, Československá Rusistika XII 
(1967) 99-102. 

$1 Thietmari Merseburgensis Episcopi Chronicon, lib. УП, 73; VIII, 32, 33, hrsg. von W. 
TRILLMICH, (= Ausgewahlte Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters, 9) Berlin 1957, 5. 
434/435, 474/475. 


62 Ganz annalistisch: „Ни Jahre 6519 verschied die Kaisertochter (cesarica) Anna, die Frau 
Vladimirs“ PSRL I, 129. 


63 Thietmari Chronicon, lib. УП, 74, S. 436/437: Vladimir „obiit, sepultus.. iuxta predicta 
coniugem suam, sarcofagis eorundem in medio templi palam stantibus ". 
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Gemahl gestorben sei, kann nicht als glaubwürdig gelten.6* Thietmar spricht 1018 aber auch 
über eine in Kiev verbliebene noverca regis (Jaroslavs). Diese noverca hat Anlaß gegeben, 
über die letzte Heirat Vladimirs nach dem Tode Annas 1011 mit einer Enkelin Ottos des 
Großen zu schreiben.$ Es wurde überzeugend dargelegt, daß die letzte Gattin nicht deutscher, 
gar ottonischer Abkunft sein konnte Dë Andererseits hat man versucht zu beweisen, daß eine 
Notiz in der Genealogia Welforum über die Ehe der Tochter des Grafen Kuno von Öhnin- 
gen (Rigelind) mit einem „König der Russen“ auf Jaropolk, Vladimirs älteren Bruder, und 
auf eine im Jahre 978 geplante Ehe bezogen werden darf.67 

Aber kann die bei Thietmar genannte noverca Jaroslavs wirklich nur als Hinweis auf 
eine „letzte“ Ehe Vladimirs bewertet werden? Eine Stiefmutter Jaroslavs und der anderen 
aus Friedelehen geborenen Söhne Vladimirs war auch Anna. Thietmar erwähnt die noverca 
zweimal: daß beim feierlichen Einzug Svjatopolks und Boleslavs in Kiev auch noverca 
regis predicti, uxor et VIIII sorores eiusdem (lib. VIII, 32) anwesend waren; sodann teilt er 
mit, das Boleslav den Kiever Erzbischof nach Novgorod zu Jaroslav mit der Bitte um 
Auslieferung seiner Tochter (Svjatopolks Frau) sandte, und Boleslav ihm zugesichert habe, 
uxorem suam cum noverca et consororibus (lib. УШ, 33) zu entlassen.68 Wenn diese nover- 
ca die letzte Ehefrau Vladimirs und damit die Stiefmutter seiner vor 1011 geborenen Nach- 
kommenschaft wäre, muß es als unverständlich erscheinen, daß diese Stiefmutter eine 
Geisel gewesen sein soll. Die strikte Bezogenheit dieser noverca allein auf Jaroslav (nover- 
ca regis, uxorem suam (Iarizlavum] cum noverca) erlaubt den Schluß, daß die noverca in 
diesem Fall nicht eine Stiefmutter Jaroslavs (und der anderen Sóhne Vladimirs), sondern 
eine noverca in der seltener vorkommenden Bedeutung „Schwiegermutter“ war.” Da bei 
der letzten Erwáhnung Thietmar über Jaroslavs Schwestern ohne Zahlenangabe spricht, 
früher aber vermerkte, daß eine seiner neun Schwestern vom geilen Boleslav entführt 
wurde, darf angenommen werden, daß damit nicht alle Töchter Vladimirs gemeint waren. 


64 Веі Skylitzes (Synopsis, 367) ist als Kommentar zum Eintreffen von Vladimirs Vewandten 
im Jahre 1024/1025 zu lesen, daß es geschah, „nachdem Anna, die Schwester des Kaisers in der Rus’ 
gestorben war und vor ihr ihr Mann Vladimir..." Die Aufeinanderfolge bei Skylitzes, der übrigens 
erst in den letzten Jahrzenhten des 11. Jahrhunderts schrieb, scheint ganz zufallig zu sein, um den 
Grund dafür zu liefern, Annas Tod auf die Jahre zwischen 1015-1018 zu verschieben. 


65 N. BAUMGARTEN, Le dernier marriage de Saint Vladimir, in: Orientalia Christiana 61, Rom 
1930, S. 165-168. 

66 Vgl. Ch. LUBKE, Oftonen, Rjurikiden, Piasten. Ergänzende Bemerkungen zum 
Verwandtenkreis Kunos von Ohningen, Jahrb. f. Geschichte Osteuropas (im weiteren JfGOE) 37 
(1989) 1-20. LÜBKE will zwar dieser noverca die ottonische Abstammung absprechen, bleibt aber bei 
der Meinung, daß dieses tatsächlich auf die Existenz einer letzten Ehe Vladimirs hinweise (ibidem, 
19-20). 

67 Vgl. A. NAZARENKO, Rus’ i Germanija у 70-е gody X veka, Russia Medievalis VI, 1 (1987) 
38-89. Vgl. Dazu LUBKE in JÉGOE 39 (1991) 579-581. 


68 Thietmari Chronicon, 474/475; W. TRILLMICH übersetzt dies als Stiefmutter. 


69 Du CaNGE, Glossarium latinitatis V, 616: mater uxoris; vgl. auch L. DIEFENBACH, 
Glossarium latino-germanicum mediae et infimae aetatis, Frankfurt am Main 1857, S. 383; Lexicon 
manuele ad scriptores mediae et infimae latinitatis, paravit V. H. MAIGNE D’ARMIS, ed. M. MIGNE. 
Paris 1890, S. 1533, neben Stiefmutter auch Schwiegermutter (socra). Wie die französische belle- 
mére kommt die noverca in beiden Bedeutungen vor: als Stiefmutter (öfters) und als 
Schwiegermutter. Daß Thietmar an dieser Stelle mit noverca gerade die Schwiegermutter Jaroslavs 
meinte, kann als weiterer Hinweis darauf gelten, даВ er diese noverca nicht mit Vladimir in 

150 Verbindung bringt, den er ansonsten so ausführlich und so mißgünstig behandelt. 


Jedenfalls kónnen von diesen neun Tóchtern Vladimirs, die in der Sophienkathedrale beim 
Empfang ,,Boleslavs und ihres lange entbehrten Herrn Sventopolk* anwesend waren, wenn 
auch mit unterschiedlichem GewiBheitsgrad, drei mit Namen genannt werden: Theophana, 
die um 1040 an Kasimir von Polen verheiratete Maria-Dobronega, sowie die vom fornica- 
tor Boleslav nach Polen entführte Peredslava.7? 

Über die weitere Nachkommenschaft Annas gibt es nur Vermutungen. Aufgrund 
gewisser Andeutungen darf die kaiserliche Abkunft zweier Söhne Vladimirs, Boris und 
Gleb, für wahrscheinlich gehalten werden. Beide wurden während einer im Jahre 1015 aus- 
gebrochenen Fehde getótet und einige Jahrzehnte spáter als Heilige verehrt und auch 
heiliggesprochen. Als Bestätigung, daß Boris von der Porphyrogenita zur Welt gebracht 
wurde, darf man seinen Taufnamen - Roman - zu Ehren von Annas Vater (Kaiser Romanos 
IL.) deuten. Der Kiever Metropolit Johannes Prodromos sagt in einem von ihm selbst um 
1080 verfaßten Offizium über Boris-Roman: „Mit kaiserlicher Krone, seit dem Kindesalter 
geschmiickt.“7! In der hagiographisch-chronistischen Überlieferung wird er als etwa 
25jáhriger Mann vorgestellt, so daß sein Geburtsjahr nahe an 990 rückt. Der Taufname des 
1015 etwa 13jährigen (gemäß derselben Tradition) Gleb-David, der an christliche und 
kónigliche Symbolik erinnert, scheint ebenfalls auf Vladimirs und Annas Namenswahl für 
den jüngeren Sohn, den „Geliebten“, hinzuweisen.72 

Auf der Suche nach einer Erklärung dafür, warum es nach dem Tode Vladimirs zur 
Ermordung gerade von Boris und Gleb und zu der darauf folgenden langjáhrigen Fehde 
kam, muß in Rechnung gestellt werden, daß dieser mit einem hagiographischen Schleier 
bedeckte Mord aus politischem Interesse eines Teils der Nachkommenschaft Vladimirs 
erfolgte. Dergleichen war im damaligen Europa ja nicht ungewóhnlich. Unsere Hauptquelle 
ist die hagiographische Überlieferung der 2. Hälfte des 11. Jahrhunderts, die an der Wende 
des 11. zum 12. Jahrhundert „historisiert“ und in die Kiever Chronistik aufgenommen 
wurde." 


70 Im Hinblick auf Maria-Dobronega (11087), vgl. JASINSKI, Rodowod pierwszych Piastow, S. 
131-143, bleibt aber die Vermutung bestehen, daB die Nestor-Chronik Dobronega falschlicherweise 
als Tochter des Vladimir anstatt als Tochter des Jaroslav bezeichnet. Auch die wenig wahrscheinliche 
Abkunft Dobronegas von Anna oder der „letzten“ Frau Vladimirs ist erwogen worden. Peredslava 
wird von Thietmar nicht mit Namen genannt, sie wird aber in der Passio der Heiligen Boris und Gleb 
sowie in der Nestor-Chronik erwähnt. Zu der originellen These von Peredslavas Rolle als Braut bei 
der mutmaßlichen Aneignung der Oberhoheit von Kiev durch Boleslaw von Polen im August 1018 
siehe J. BANASZKIEWICZ, Boleslaw i Peredstawa. Uwagi o uroczystoSci stanowienia wladcy w 
zwiazku z wejsciem Chrobrego do Kijowa, Kwartalnik Historyczny 97 (1990) H. 3/4, 3-35. 


N Die altrussischen hagiographischen Erzählungen und liturgischen Dichtungen über die 
Heiligen Boris und Gleb, nach der Ausgabe von ABRAMOVIC, hrsg. v. L. MÜLLER. München 1967, S. 
136, und über die beiden Heiligen, 140: „Mit eurem Blut in Purpur bekleidet, o Hochgerühmten, das 
Kreuz anstatt des Szepters in der rechten Hand tragend, ist euch, Roman und David, jetzt die Ehre 
zuteil, mit Christus zu herrschen.“ 

72 Die altrussischen hagiographischen Erzühlungen, 51-52: ,Über Boris' Gestalt^ - ein 
Hinweis für Ikonenmaler. König David tritt in der byzantinischen Herrschaftsideologie als Vorbild 
eines Herrschers auf. Vgl. auch die älteren Ikonen von Boris und Gleb, auf denen diese immer in 
kaiserlicher Kleidung dargestellt sind. Vgl. z.B. V. LAZAREV, Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo, Moskva 
1978; M. ΑΙΡΑΤΟΝ, Ikony Drevnej Rusi XI-XIV vv., Moskva 1980, Taf. 45, 46, 52. 

73 Vgl. dazu A. ΡΟΡΡΕ, La naissance du culte de Boris et Gleb, in: Cahiers de civilisation 
médiévale XXIV, Poitiers 1981, S. 29-53; Reprint in: Idem, The Rise of Christian Russia, London 
1982, Nr. VI. 
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Ursache des Ausbruchs der Fehde im Jahre 1015 war die schon Jahre zuvor in Kiev 
gereifte Absicht, den Kiever Thron der legitimen Nachkommenschaft von Vladimir und 
Anna zu sichern. Der betagte Herrscher hatte dem Prinzip des Seniorats zuwider Boris- 
Roman zu seinem Thronerben bestimmt, was schon im Jahre 1013/14 zu einer 
Verschwórung der álteren Sóhne (Svjatopolk und Jaroslav) gegen den Vater geführt hatte 
und nach seinem Tode das Land in eine ernste Krise trieb.7^ Der Versuch, auf diese Weise 
die Kiever Thronfolge zu ,,byzantisieren“, war zusammengebrochen, was auch seine Folgen 
auf die Gestaltung der Geschichte von den Ereignissen hatte: man versuchte - zum großen 
Teil mit Erfolg - das Gedächtnis an Anna, die wohl als Urheberin der Entscheidung 
Vladimirs über die Thronfolge angesehen wurde, und ihre Nachkommenschaft auszu- 
radieren. In der hagiographisch-chronistischen Überlieferung wurde Boris und Gleb einer 
Bulgarin als Mutter zugeschrieben. Anna, deren Sarkophag noch 1018 neben dem 
Sarkophag Vladimirs in der Palastkirche stand, wurde in Hilarions Lobpreis auf Vladimir an 
dessen Grab am 15. Juli 1050 mit doch wohl beredtem Schweigen übergangen."6 Unter den 
Zeitgenossen Jaroslavs und seiner Sohne war vermutlich die Version der spateren 
Hagiographie von dem Menchelmord des Boris und des Gleb durch Svjatopolk noch nicht 
allgemein anerkannt, denn Izjaslav gab seinem 1050 geborenen Sohn noch bedenkenlos den 
Namen seines Oheims Svjatopolk, wáhrend sein Bruder Svjatoslav seinerseits die Namen 
Boris und Gleb an seine Söhne weitergab und damit deren Andenken ehrte.7? 


ххх 


Schritt für Schritt wurde versucht nachzuweisen, ἆαβ Ostromirs Ehegattin Theophana 
ein Sprößling aus der Ehe Vladimirs mit der purpurgeborenen Anna und eine Nichte der 
Kaiser Basileios П. und Konstantin УШ. (11028) war. Im Jahre1057 müssen wir uns die 
Gattin des Statthalters Ostromir gemäß dem zitierten Kolophon des Evangelistars als eine 
matronenhafte Aristokratin und erste Dame in Novgorod vorstellen, die sich einer zahl- 
reichen Nachkommenschaft erfreute. Sie kam wahrscheinlich ziemlich bald nach dem Jahr 
1000 zur Welt, also um dieselbe Zeit wie die ottonische Enkelin Theophanu. Am 14. August 
1018 in der Vigil der Himmelfahrt Mariens wurde im Beisein der noch unverheirateten 
Theophana in der Sophienkathedrale ihr zurückgekehrter Stiefbruder, der alteste Sohn 
Vladimirs, Svjatopolk von seinem Schwiegervater Boleslav inthronisiert.’® 


74 Eingehend dazu А. POPPE, Der Kampf um die Kiever Thronfolge nach dem 15. Juli 1015, 
Forschungen zur osteuropaischen Geschichte 50 (1995) 275-296. 


75 Die Passio der Heiligen Boris und Gleb: Dieser Volodimir hatte 12 Söhne... und von der 
Bulgarin Boris und Gleb.“ Siehe Die altrussischen hagiographischen Erzählungen, S. 27-28; vgl. 
PSRL 1, 80. Zu einem Versuch, wie man diese „Bulgarin“ verstehen kann, siehe ΡΟΡΡΕ, Der Kampf 
(Anm. 74), 282. 

76 Da Hilarion in seiner Lobrede auf Vladimir dessen Großmutter Olga und sogar dessen Sohn 
Jaroslav mit Frau Irene lobt, kann sich die vollkommene Ignorierung Annas, die bei der 
Christianisierung des Landes sicher eine große Rolle spielte (für den Bau zahlreicher Kirchen wird 
Anna von Jahia von Antiochien gepriesen), kaum auf ein Versehen zurückführen lassen. Zur 
deutschen, ausgezeichneten Übersetzung siehe Г. MÜLLER, Die Werke des Metropoliten Ilarion, 
München 1971, S. 22-53. 


77 Dazu A. РоРРЕ, La naissance (wie Anm. 73), S. 41, 43-44, 


78 Thietmari Chronicon, lib. УП, 65 (S. 426/427), sagt klar und deutlich, daß Boleslav seinen 
154 vertriebenen Schwager, d.h. Svjatopolk, auf den Thron (in Kiev) setzte (inthronisavit). Dies erklärt 


Das Schicksal der hochgeborenen Tóchter war nicht zu beneiden, und Theophana 
bekam es nach dem Tode ihres Vaters auf besondere Weise zu spüren. Dazu verpflichtete 
die innata sibi a parentibus summis gloria. In den Fallen, in denen eine standesgemäße 
Verheiratung ins Ausland nicht in Frage kam, blieb nur die Möglichkeit, einen 
Nonnenschleier anzulegen. Ottos II. und Theophanus Tóchter Sophia und Adelheid gingen 
ins Kloster; nur Mathilde hat als einzige - übrigens matre volente - gegen die Konvention 
verstoBen. Wie es aufgenommen wurde, teilt Thietmar mit: ,Des Kaisers [Ottos II.] 
Schwester Mathilde vermählte sich mit Ezzo... Viele mifibilligten das... ihr einziger Bruder 
nahm es ruhig hin und beschenkte sie reich, um den ihr von hohen Ahnen angeborenen Rang 
vor Erniedrigung zu bewahren.*7? So wurde wahrscheinlich auch Theophanas Ehe mit 
Ostromir ungern gesehen, doch konnte nach der Zeit der fürstlichen Wirren 1015-1026 diese 
Ehe für Theophana nur eine lebensrettende Zuflucht bedeuten. Die Heirat fand irgendwann 
in den 1020er Jahren, spätestens um das Jahr 1030 statt - sicherlich mit Billigung oder sogar 
durch eine Anregung Jaroslavs, da Ostromir, der sehr wahrscheinlich zum Novgoroder Adel 
gehórte, das Vertrauen des Kiever Fürsten genoB. Theophana, die Halbgriechin war, pflegte 
sicher nach Möglichkeit die Kontakte mit dem Land ihrer Mutter und Verwandten. Die 
Kaiserinnen Zoe (11050) und Theodora (11056) waren ihre Cousinen. So darf angenommen 
werden, daß sich die griechische Kolonie in Novgorod im 2. Viertel des 11. Jahrhunderts 
gebildet hat. Dazu kamen dann zu Anfang der 1050er Jahre die Maler, welche die 
Novgoroder Sophienkirche teilweise mit Fresken schmückten.9? So lassen sich vielleicht 
auch die rátselhaften in und um Novgorod gefundenen Bleibullen eines gewissen proto- 
proedros Eustathios erkláren, der wahrscheinlich in Novgorod ein Amt bekleidete, sich aber 
die Bullen in Byzanz oder von einem byzantinischen Meister anfertigen lieñ.81 Auch die 
Herkunft mancher kultischen Gegenstande aus dieser Zeit, wie z.B. des kleinen Sions aus 


hinreichend die bedeutende Rolle Boleslavs, erlaubt aber nicht den Schluß (wie J. BANASZKIEWICZ, 
oben Anm. 70, S. 21, 35), daB Boleslav sich selbst auf den Kiever Thron setzte, um seine Oberho- 
heitsrechte geltend zu machen. 


79 Thietmari Chronicon, lib. IV, 60 (S. 176/177). Wie trefflich hier die Ansicht des Adels 
wiedergegeben wird, wird auch durch die Einstellung der Nachkommenschaft Ezzos zu dieser Frage 
bezeugt. Die letzte Ruhestätte seiner Tochter, der bereits genannten Theophanu, trägt auf einer 
Kalksteinplatte folgende Inschrift: „III nones martii obiit Theophanu abbatissa filia Mathildis filie 
Ottonis secundi imperatoris. “ Für eine Nonne war somit wichtig, daf sie eine Tochter Mathildes, der 
Tochter Kaiser Ottos IL, war. Von ihrem Vater, dem Pfalzgrafen Ezzo, ist nicht die Rede. Siehe W. 
ZIMMERMANN, Das Grab der Abtissin Theophanu von Essen, Bonner Jahrbücher 152 (1952) 226-227, 
Tafel 44. 


30 V, BRIUSOVA, O datirovke drevnejsich fresok Sofijskogo Sobora у Novgorode XI - nacala 
XII v., Sovetskaja Archeologija 1968, Nr. 1, 103-114; V. LAZAREV, О freskach Novgorodskogo 
Sofijskogo Sobora, in: Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. ChudoZestvennaja kul'tura Novgoroda, Moskva 
1968, S. 7-62. In den Jahren 1045-1050 waren in Novgorod die byzantinischen Baumeister, die 
früher in Cernigov und Kiev tátig waren, mit dem Steinbau der Sophia von Novgorod beauftragt; vgl. 
A. Κομες, Drevnerusskoe zodéestvo XI — naëala XII v., Moskva 1987, S. 233-254. 


8! Siegel (zweierlei Typen), von denen die meisten aus dem Raum von Novgorod oder aus 
Novgorod selbst - eines aber aus Belgorod bei Kiev mit der griechischen Inschrift , Protoproedron 
Eustathion me skepe “ und einem Bild des hl. Theodoros mit Lanze und Schild und der Aufschrift 
,ho hagios Theodoros“ zu beiden Seiten - stammen, nehmen unter den altrussischen Siegeln eine 
Sonderstellung ein. Wenn auch V. JANIN versuchte, in dem Siegeleigentümer den Novgoroder 
Statthalter Zavid (um 1088-1094) zu sehen, so stellen sie doch weiterhin ein Rätsel dar; vgl. V. L. 
JANIN, Aktovye pecati Drevnej Rusi X-XV vv., I, Moskva 1970, S. 64-67, 183-184, 255 (tab. 7, Nr. 72, 

73), 288 (tab. 40, Nr. 12, 13). Zunächst ist darauf hinzuweisen, daß sich die Bullen von anderen 155 


156 


der Novgoroder Sophienkirche, der um die Mitte des 11. Jahrhunderts in Konstantinopel 
gefertigt wurde, läßt sich nach diesen Überlegungen besser erklären Bi Dasselbe gilt schließ- 
lich für die Darstellungen der Evangelisten auf den ursprünglich getrennten Bláttern des 
Ostromir-Evanglistars. Wenn man schon weiß, daß diese Miniaturen außerhalb von Nov- 
gorod von Ostromir bestellt wurden, müssen auch die Kontakte seiner Frau Theophana mit 
Konstantinopel in Erwägung gezogen werden.83 Freilich ware die künstlerische Herkunft 
aus Konstantinopel noch durch genaue Untersuchungen zu bestátigen. Auch das fein gear- 
beitete Pergament des Evangelistars weist ebenso wie die erste Johannes-Miniatur auf 


altrussischen Bullen mit griechischer Inschrift unterscheiden, und es kann angenommen werden, daß 


die Matrizen aus byzantinischer Meisterhand aus dem 11. Jahrhundert stammen. Zweitens ist der 
Titel des ratselhaften Eustathios prötoproedros zur Bezeichnung weltlicher Personen in der Rus’ 
fremd, in Byzanz ist er erst im 11. Jahrhundert heimisch geworden, als er neben dem proedros vor 
allem an Mitglieder der Militär-Artistokratie in größerem Umfang verliehen wurde. Vgl. A. KAZDAN, 
Social'nyj sostav gospodstvujusCego klassa Vizantii XI-XIII vv., Moskva 1974, s. 107-113, und idem, 
in: The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium 3, 1991, 1727. Wenn man nun die Frage stellt, welcher 
Personenkreis aus der Rus’ zu dieser Zeit einen solchen Titel (prötoproedros) hätte bekommen kón- 
nen, so stófit man zuerst auf die altrussischen Fürsten, insbesondere jene, welche in byzantinischem 
Dienst standen; in unserem Falle aber läßt sich das Zutreffen dieser These nicht belegen. Somit ist 
die Vermutung nicht nur vage, in Eustathios eines der im Ostromir-Evangelistar genannten Kinder 
von Ostromir und Theophana zu sehen. Ein Sohn der letzteren konnte als kaiserlicher Verwandter 
ohne weiteres den Titel protoproedros zugeeignet erhalten. Er bestellte sich dann eine Bullenmatrize 
und stellte seinen Titel in Novgorod stolz zur Schau. Sicher trug er auch einen gewóhnlichen Namen 
und bekleidete in Novgorod einen Posten. JANIN wollte zwischen dem hl. Theodor auf dieser Bulle 
und dem Novgoroder Fürsten Mstislav-Theodor-Harald (31075, +1132) eine Verbindung herstellen. 
Wenn man dies als zutreffend betrachtet, so kónnte Eustathios ein Erzieher, der Novgoroder 
Vormund des minderjährigen Fürsten gewesen sein. Für den Namen Eustathios gibt es in der Familie 
Ostromirs in jener Zeit eine Erklärung: diesen Namen trug der 1033 verstorbene Sohn des Fürsten 
von Cernigov und Tmutarakan' Mstislav-Konstantin (11036), des Bruders von Theophana. So ist es 
durchaus móglich, daf man dem in Ostromirs Familie neugeborenen Sohn diesen für das Jahrhundert 
einmaligen Namen gegeben hat. Ab dem 13. Jahrhundert ist dieser Name unter dem Novgoroder 
Adel häufiger anzutreffen; vgl. SKULINA, Staroruskie imiennictvo osobowe, ЇЇ, S. 162. 


82 Dieser kirchenbauartig geformte silbeme Schrein mit der Inschrift, welche Konstantin den 
megas oikonomos des Hl. Georgs-Klosters (Tropaiophoros) nennt, läßt die Hypothese zu, daß hier- 
mit der zukünftige Patriarch Konstantinos Leichudes (1059-1063) gemeint ist. Siehe N. 
OKONOMIDES, St. George of Mangana, Maria Skleraina, and the ,Malyj Sion" of Novgorod, 
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 34-35 (1980.1981) 239-246. Sicher befand sich dieser Sion schon im 12. 
Jahrhundert in Novgorod, wohin er bereits im 11. Jahrhundert direkt aus Konstantinopel verbracht 
worden sein konnte. Es gibt auch noch eine andere Möglichkeit, nämlich daß dieser Sion um 1050 
mit der Tochter Konstantins IX. Monomachos, der Braut des Fürsten Vsevolod, die Rus' erreichte 
und durch ihren Enkel Mstislav, der lange Zeit in Novgorod Fürst war, nach Novgorod gebracht und 
der dortigen Sophienkathedrale geschenkt wurde. Diese Angelegenheit ist noch eingehender zu 
untersuchen. 


83 Mann kann sich vorstellen, daß die Miniaturen mit den Evangelisten im Auftrag von 
Theophana und Ostromir in einer der Malerwerkstatten der kaiserlichen Stadt eingekauft wurden. Die 
unterschiedlichen Stilarten, die auf verschiedene Meister hinweisen, lassen die Vermutung zu, daß 
die Bildnisse der Evangelisten nicht in Auftrag gegeben, sondern aus einem vorliegenden Angebot 
ausgewählt wurden. Dadurch läßt sich auch erklären, daß die erste Miniatur mit dem Evangelisten 
Johannes auf der ersten Seite des Evangelistars mit dem ganzen Pergamentbogen eingekauft werden 
konnte. Wie die Initialen und Vignetten zeigen, gab es auch in Novgorod Maler, doch haben sich die 
Stifter bei den Evangelistenportraits offensichtlich für Produkte aus der Kaiserstadt entschieden. 
Sechzig Jahre später (1117) sollte dann der Novgoroder Fürst Mstislav das von ihm gestiftete Evan- 
geliar nach Konstantinopel senden, um es dort binden zu lassen. Vgl. Mstislavovo Evangelie v nacale 
XII veka, ed P. SIMONI, SPb 1910, 17-19, tab. I; A. ORLOV, Bibliografia russkich nadpisej, Moskva 
1952, Nr. 46. 





Ostromir-Evangelistar, Blatt 1 verso 
Evangelist Johannes mit seinem Schüler Prochoros 
Nachzeichnung der Miniatur aus der Ausgabe 1843 (s. Anm. 3) 


byzantinische Herkunft. SchlieBlich darf auch die namentliche Erwáhnung der Theophana 
im Kolophon als Hinweis auf ihre Vermittlung bei der Ausschmückung des Evangelistars 
dienen. Nicht zuletzt scheint Theophanas Sonderstellung paläographisch sichtbar zu sein. Es 
darf doch nicht als bloßer Zufall gelten, daß der Mundant der Nachschrift den Namen der 
Theophana mit zwar nur wenig, aber doch gróferen (1-2 mm) Buchstaben heraushob, 
während Ostromirs Name und die fürstlichen Namen strikt im Schriftformat gehalten 
bleiben.8* 

Jetzt darf man wohl die Aufmerksamkeit wieder dem ersten Bildnis des Ostromir- 
Evangelistars mit dem Portrait des Evangelisten Johannes zuwenden. Diese Miniatur unter- 
scheidet sich von den anderen insbesondere dadurch, daß außer dem Evangelistensymbol im 


84 Es ist bemerkenswert, daß der Diakon für seinen eigenen Namen (Az Grigorij) wie auch für 
das Amen eine ganz große Majuskel wählte, dies aber nur für die Buchstaben der ersten Zeile 
(Ostromirovo Evangelie, Bl. 294v.). Die herausgehobene Schreibweise der Namen bestimmter aus- 
gewühlter Person ist nicht nur für die mittelalterlichen Urkunden des griechischen Ostens, sondern 
auch für die des lateinischen Westens bekannt. Vgl. z.B. die ins Auge fallende Schrift (capitalis rus- 
tica) für den Namen von Otto, Theophanu, Ioannes Tzimiskes und Papst Johannes XIII. in der 
Heiratsurkunde 972, welcher die kaiserliche Auslandskorrespondenz aus Byzanz und die 
Heiratsurkunde Adelheids (der Mutter Ottos Π.) als Vorbild dienen sollten. Siehe D. MATTHES - W. 
DEETERS, Die Heiratsurkunde der Kaiserin Theophanu 972 April 14, Rom. Katalog. Gottingen 1972, 
S. 65 sowie die Abbildungen; W. GEORGI, Ottonianum und Heiratsurkunde 962/972, in: Kaiserin 
Theophanu (wie Anm. 1), Abb. 3-5, S. 143, 146, 157; vgl. auch Die Heiratsurkunde der Kaiserin 
Theophanu, hrsg. von D. MATTHES, Wolfenbüttel 1984, S. 14-17. 
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Bild die Flàche oberhalb des Bildrandes ein schreitende Lowe ziert. Wenn man die impe- 
riale byzantinische Auslegung des „Königs der Tiere“ Symbolik in Betracht zieht, nämlich 
Leo, id est Romanorum sive Graecorum Imperator®>, was visuäll bezeugt ist besonders auf 
den damaligen byzantinischen Seiden mit schreitenden Löwen 86, so wird die Mutmaßung 
erlaubt, daß mit dem Löwen auf der OE-Frontispiz die durch Theophana von Novgorod ent- 
standene Verbindung der Stifterfamilie mit dem byzantinischen Herrscherhaus angedeutet 
wurde. 

Der Verfasser ist des hypothetischen Charakters dieser Vermutung vollkommen be- 
wußt, da der Löwe auf der Frontispizminiatur, die dem evangelischen Text zuvorkommt, 
dürfte plausible auf Menschwerdung, Tod und Auferstehung Christi gedeutet sein. Doch 
darf auch eine irdische, „heraldische“ Bezogenheit in diesem Fall als wahrscheinlich gelten. 
Theophana konnte eine solche dynastisch angedeutete Frontispiz sich im konstantinopolita- 
nischen Werkstatt bestellten lassen, oder - was noch glaubhafter scheint - von ihrer Base, 
der Kaiserin Theodora (Jan. 1055 - Sept. 1056) eine im Palastskriptorium gemalte Miniatur 
als Geschenk bekommen. Die „heraldische“ Meinung gewinnt zusätzlich, wenn man die 
OE-Miniatur und eine ähnliche in dem Mstislav-Evangelistar (ca. 1117) zum Vergleich 
zusammenstellt 87. Die letzte (eine Nachahmung, oder eine gemeinsame mit der OE-Mi- 
niatur Vorlage) wiederholt ganz genau samt Ornament die Komposition des Evangelisten 
Johannes Bildes, doch fehlt hier der Löwe. So wage ich, in der Individualisation der OE- 
Frontispizminiatur in dem schreitenden Löwen einen zusätzlichen Hinweis auf die kaiser- 
liche Herkunft Theophanas von Novgorod zu sehen. 


85 Liudprandi Legatio, c. 40, in: Ausgewählte Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des 
Mittelalters, Bd. VIII, Darmstadt 1977, S. 558/559. 

36 Auf zwei Seidenstücken eingewebte dabei griechische Inschriften nennen Annas Brüder, 
die Kaiser Basileios II und Konstantinos VIII (976-1025). Siehe L. von WICKENS, Byzantinische 
Seidenweberei in Kunst in: Kunst im Zeitalter (wie Anm. 1), S. 80-82, 91. Vgl. Ornamenta Ecclesiae. 
Katalog B.2, Kóln 1985, S. 326, Nr. E 94. 


87 Vgl. О. S. Popova, Altrussische Buchmalerei, Leningrad 1985, Abb. 1 ὅς 3, S. 6-7. 


Greek and Russian Iconographer’s Manuals: 
Content and Structure 


Nelly LINDGREN (Stockholm) 


Iconographic manuals, or painter's manuals, contain drawings or textual descriptions of the 
iconographic motifs, images and compositions and also technical instructions for the icon 
painter. They are generally divided into two basic types: the pattern-book (licevoj podlinnik 
in Russian) and the text manual (tolkovyj podlinnik in Russian). Pattern-books contain the 
drawings of the motifs and images with a short commentary in the margins (Fig. 1). Text 
manuals include a more or less detailed textual description of the motifs (Fig. 2). 

Text manuals give the common idea of the icon image, but they do not provide infor- 
mation on icon schools or icon styles. Especially Russian text manuals comprise rich infor- 
mation about saints, not only their images but even biographical details, and therefore con- 
stitute a less known part of the hagiographic literature. Such information can be obtained 
also from other sources, but in text manuals it is systematically organized and possible to 
treat statistically. 

Byzantine manuals comprise entirely technical instructions such as De Coloribus at 
Artibus Romanorum of Eraclius and De Diversis Artibus of Theophilus which are preserved 
from the 11th-13th centuries. This tradition was continued in Libro Dell'Arte of Cennino 
Cennini and later in Western Europe where a considerable number of technical manuals 
appeared in different handicrafts.! 

The Greek and the Russian manuals for the icon painters are preserved mostly from the 
17th-18th centuries. They include not only technical instructions but also iconographic 
material. These manuals are developed from earlier Greek texts: in his Hermeneia? 
Dionysios refers earlier sources, and in other Greek manuals preserved from the 18th- 19th 
centuries fragments are present which also indicates an earlier tradition.? Thus, earlier 
Byzantine manuals, which are not identified, may have included iconographic material as 
well as technical instructions. 

The Byzantine menologia and the Greek pattern-books are pointed out in the literature 
on icon painting as the source of the Russian manuals, both text manuals and pattern-books.* 


1 R. W. SCHELLER, A Survey of Medieval Model Books, Haarlem 1963. 


? Manuel d'iconographie chrétienne, greque et latine avec une introduction et les notes par. M. 
DIDRON, traduit du manuscript byzantin “Le guide de la peinture", Paris; P. Durand 1845. Hermeneia 
of Dionysios of Fourna, the well-known Greek manual including both technical instructions and 
iconographic material, is written about 1730. 


3 The “Painter’s manual” of Dionysius of Fourna. An English translation, with Commentary by P. 
HETHERINGTON, of cod. gr. 708 in the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library, Leningrad, London 
1974, p. I-V. 


4 F. І. BUSLAJEV, Общие понятия o русской иконописи, in: Сборник общества 
древнерусского искусства, St. Peterburg, 1866; D. А. GRIGOROV, Русский иконописный 
подлинник, ш: Зап. Русского археологического общества, т. Ш, МозКуа 1887; М. У. 
POKROVSKU, Очерки памятников христианского искусства и иконографии, St. 
Peterburg 19105; D. А. RoviNsKU, Обозрение иконописания в России до конца XVII века, St. 
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Figure 1. Stroganovskij podlinnik from the end of the 17th century: page for January 
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Old Russian chronicles contain evidences about Greek painters and their books and rolls 
used by their pupils in Kiev Russia and later.? The Byzantine icons and miniatures were also 
used as patterns by Russian icon painters. Russian manuscripts provide much evidence for 
the existence and use of the rolls and separate pattern sheets, called prorisi, copied from the 
finest icons. Prorisi were still in use at the end of the 19th century. It is supposed that by the 
end of the 16th century these separate patterns were gathered into a codex, that is a pattern- 
book. 

The evolution of text manuals is more complicated that is the case with pattern-books. 
Russian pattern-books were copied from Greek drawings or paintings. Text manuals, how- 
ever, are the result of compilation from many different sources: menologia, synaxaria, 
hagiographic literature, liturgic books, and actual paintings. The Russian text manual devel- 
oped into a specific type of manual, which differs from the known Byzantine and Greek 
manuals both in content and structure. 

Besides the pattern-books and text manuals there obviously existed some older transi- 
tional forms. A Greek-Georgian illuminated menologion? written in 1495-1500 at Mount 
Athos was a subject for several paleographic articles between 1912 and 1983.8 Is is written 
partly in Greek and partly in Georgian and contains detailed and coloured miniatures of 
more than 900 iconographic images and compositions. This kind of manual was difficult 
and expensive to produce so it never became common. Later pattern-books included only 
drawings, as is the case with, e.g., the well-known Stroganovskij podlinnik.? 

It was suggested at the end of the 19th century that a text manual was a later textver- 
sion of a pattern-book, developing short marginal comments into longer texts.! The Greek- 
Georgian manuscript is an unusual type of menologion containing both illuminations and 
texts. It shows that the relation between both forms - pattern-books and text manuals - was 
more complex and that their development involved different models. 


Peterburg 1903; I. P. SACHAROV, ИзслЂдованія о русскомъ иконописаніц: 1-2, St. Peterburg 


1849-1850. 
5 [ P. SACHAROV, ИзслЂдованія o русскомъ иконописаніи: 2, St. Peterburg 1849, pp. 3-12. 


6 D. A. GRIGOROV, Русский иконописный подлинник, in: Зап. Русского 
археологического общества, T. ПІ, Moskva 1887, pp. 3-4, 74; І. P. SACHAROV, Изслъдованія 
о русскомъ иконописаніи: 2, St. Peterburg, 1849, pp. 3-12. 


7 The Greek-Georgian illuminated menologion 01-58 at the Saltykov-Séedrin State Public Library, 
Sankt-Peterburg. 


8 D. I. ABRAMOVIC, Сведения o приобретениях отделения рукописей в 1913 2., in: 
Сборник Российской Публичной Библиотеки, 1:1, Petrograd 1910; М. L. OKUNEV, О греко- 
грузинской рукописи с миниатюрами, in: Христианский Восток, St. Peterburg, 1912, рр. 
43-44; L. SEVARSIDZE, Миниатюры рукописи Кутаиси 115 и Ленинград 01-58, in: 
Сообщения АН СССР, 14(1), cep. 56, Tbilisi 1953; У. D. LICHACEVA, Художественное 
оформление менология грузинским художником конца XIV столетия, in: II 
Международный симпозиум по грузинскому искусству, Tbilisi 1977; L. М. JEVSEJEVA, 
Греко-грузинская рукопись из собрания Гос. Публиной Библиотеки им. М. Е. 
Салтыкова-Щедрина, in: Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. Rukopisnaja kniga, Moskva 1983, pp. 342- 
367. 


9 Строгановский иконописный лицевой подлинник, Moskva: Духовная Академия 1869. 


ID D. A. GRIGOROV, Русский иконописный подлинник, т: Зап. Русского археологичес- 
кого общества, T. Ш, Moskva 1887, pp. 3-6; I. P. SACHAROV, Изсл$дованя о русскомъ 
иконописаніи: 2, St. Peterburg 1849, pp. 3-12; Ерминя или наставлеще в живописномъ 
искусствЪ, составленное іеромонахомъ и живописцемъ Діонисіемъ Фурноаграфіо- 
томъ, Труды Кіевской Духовной Академіи 2 (1868) рр. 270-272. 


This Greek-Georgian illuminated menologion is in fact one of the oldest known man- 
uscripts that can be referred to as an iconographic manual. The illuminations in the manu- 
script are arranged thematically into several cycles. The texts are of various content and not 
systematically organized. The illuminations are the most important part of the codex while 
the text is a complementary part. Many compositions have two or three iconographic vari- 
ants in different cycles. Α remarkably great number of personal images also shows that the 
manuscript was obviously created and used as a kind of pattern-book. Thus, iconographic 
manuals were in use as early as at the end of the 15th century. 

This conclusion is confirmed by several features in the Tichvin text manual from 
Northern Russia.!! This manuscript was written at 1831 but the protograph must have been 
much older, from the end of the 15th century.!? The language includes some archaic forms 
and lexemes. Furthermore, the Holy Princes Vladimir, Boris and Gleb are not mentioned, 
although their celebration was practically compulsory for the whole Russian Church after 
the councils 1547-1551. The protograph was supposedly written before their proclamation. 

Another argument for the older protograph of the Tichvin manual is the anachronism 
in the use of the calendar. Three months in the calendar - April, June and July - are called 
second, fourth, and fifth respectively, with the order counted from Mars. The other months 
have the Old Church Slavonic names instead of numbers. However, the introduction text 
shows clearly that the scribe considered September the first month of the year. Then the pro- 
tograph used the calendar starting from Mars. The calendar starting at September was used 
by the Russian Church from the 10th century, while the secular calendar was beginning at 
Mars. From the 16th century both Church and secular calendars in Russia start at September. 
Thus, the manuscript using Mars calendar must have been written before the beginning of 
the 16th century. 


The structure 


The comparison of the contents in manuals of various origins shows differences in sequence 
and volume among parts (Fig. 3). Byzantine manuals preserved comprise only the technical 
part. The Greek manuals usually have three main parts. (1) The first one contains technical 
instructions on the whole working process from preparation of the brushes to varnishing of 
a ready icon. (2) The second part is an iconographic one. It contains descriptions of the 
images and compositions, which are divided thematically into smaller chapters on the para- 
bles, the saints, the martyrs, etc. Descriptions of figures follow the same scheme including 
the limited number of features as age of a person, shape and colour of hair and beard, ges- 
tures, attributes, and type of clothing. Descriptions of the saints are organized thematically, 
not chronologically. However, the calendar is present in the end of the second part of the 
book. (3) The third part of the Greek manual contains special technical instruction on the 
disposition of the paintings in the church and sometimes chapters on, e.g., fresco painting 
and inscription texts. 


И Manuscript No. 75-116, Royal Library, Stockholm, described as a text manual, see note 12. 


12 Nelly LINDGREN, En nordrysk ikonmälarhandbok i Sverige, Konsthistorisk Tidskrift 64 (1995) 
241-250; eadem, Палеографический анализ севернорусского иконописного подлинника, 
Canadian-American Slavic Studies, in press. 
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Firure 3. Text manuals of various age and origin: proportions of different parts of the text 


The technical part is not present in the above-mentioned Greek-Georgian manuscript 
(Fig. 3). The iconographic part is arranged thematically into six cycles: (1) The Gospel 
events; (2) The Great feasts; (3) Images of saints; (4) Selected events; (5) The illuminated 
menologion; and (6) The miracles and the parables of Christ. 

Bulgarian text manuals preserved from the 17th-18th centuries have the same structure 
as the second, iconographic, part of the Greek manuals, with the same thematic subdivisions 
and largely the same content. (7 The technical part is not present, but the third part on fresco 
painting and inscriptions is included in the middle of the iconographic part, between the 
parables and the Great feasts (Fig. 3). 

In the Russian text manuals the calendar part is developed into the main part concern- 
ing the volume and the content. The technical part is much shorter than in Greek manuals 
and obviously less important. It is placed at the end of the manuscript or sometimes even 
missing. Russian manuals have various technical instructions organized in different ways, 
which shows that there was no specific prototype for them. These instructions were obvi- 
ously chosen from different sources, sometimes oral, depending on the icon painter’s inter- 
ests, contacts, and experiences. There is no evidence that entirely technical manuals were 
spread among the Russian icon painters. The few preserved Russian technical manuals are 
small booklets with different sets of instructions and not comparable with Greek manuals. 

Especially in non-Greek manuals - Bulgarian, Georgian, and Russian - the icono- 
graphic part is the most important. The icon painters had to learn and remember a great num- 
ber of texts, non-Slavic names, biographies, dates, rituals and other data coming from cen- 
turies of Byzantine history. In this situation the manuals were indispensable and had to con- 
tain as much information as possible. 


13 The organisation of chapters differs on some points, but the greater part of material shows con- 
siderable resemblance. Greek manuals have several chapters not present in Bulgarian manuals. The 
164 detailed comparison of the content is a subject for further studies. 
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Firure 4. Russian calendars of various age: proportions of Byzantine, Russian 
and North Russian Saints 


The calendar 


The calendar of the Russian manuals comprised predominantly Byzantine saints (Fig. 4). 
Only fourteen Russian saints were proclaimed between the 10th and 15th centuries. My 
comparison of the content of several calendars in the manuals and menologia of different 
ages!^ shows that the main part consisting of Byzantine and all-Slavic saints changed very 
little between the 12th and 18th centuries. The oldest known Russian versions of calendars 
from the 12-13th centuries have content identical with the Greek menologia of the same age. 
The share of the Byzantine saints in the oldest Russian calendar from the 13th century is 
about 95%, while the number of Russian saints is insignificant. These proportions are about 
the same until the beginning of the 19th century. In the canonical version of the 18th centu- 
ry calendar of metropolitan Makarios 97% of saints are Byzantine and only 3% Russian. 

Actually more Russian saints were proclaimed after the councils 1547-1554 but it did 
not influence the official church calendar immediately. Many new saints were celebrated 
only locally. The local Russian church usually celebrated at first the most important 
Byzantine and all-Slavic saints, secondly, the little group of all-Russian saints proclaimed 
before the 15th century and already compulsory for the whole Russian church, and finally, 
the local saints, many of them not being proclaimed at all. This special situation in the 
peripheral local churches is illustrated by the North Russian manuscript of the text manual 
from Tichvin written in the beginning of the 18th century. It contains only 45% of the 
Byzantine and 55% of the Russian saints. More than a third part of these Russian saints are 
local North Russian. 

The calendar part in the Russian manuals is also quite different from the Greek manu- 
als concerning length and content of descriptions. The calendar in the oldest Russian man- 
uals exactly follows the Synaxarion and usually it is completed with an index in the begin- 
ning or in the end of the manuscript. Descriptions include the same features as in Greek 


14 See Material. 
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manuals: the age of the person, the shape and the colour of the hair and the beard, the kind 
of clothing, the gestures and the attributes. In Russian manuals are also included: 

1. Compulsory and detailed data on the colour of clothing and important details 
of the motif (in Greek manuals such information is poor and limited to the 
colour terms white, black and golden) 

2. Biographical data, sometimes even a short vita 

3. Details of clothing, even minor ones 

4. Descriptions of landscape, buildings, secondary figures, and objects. 

These deviations in calendar structure depend on the fact that descriptions in Greek 
manuals were mostly codifications of actual paintings while in the vast areas of Russia the 
shortage of the old icons and wall paintings made it necessary to use the written sources. 
The great number of details compensated for the lack of standards. 


The function 


In the 17th century many local Russian saints were excluded from the official calendar, but 
locally they were celebrated and painted anyhow. Icon painters moving through the country 
from one patron to another needed the patterns of many local images, so they were forced 
to find out the material about lesser known saints in synaxaria and other sources, such as 
liturgic and reading books of different types. The volume and content of the text manuals 
from the 18th- 19th centuries are very close to these popular compiled manuscripts contain- 
ing stories about saints from different sources. Text manuals assumed the structure of a 
Synaxarion and a large amount of hagiographic data coming closer to menologia. 

These text manuals were rather overloaded and supposedly ineffective as painter's 
manuals so the question is what their real function was. The text manual was used as a read- 
ing book, a church calendar, and a local book for celebration of memorial services as is 
obvious from the marginal notes in the Tichvin manuscript. It was a kind of encyclopaedia 
for the monks and priests of the local Russian churches, which had to hold services and to 
paint icons as well. 

Manuals were compiled by the icon painters themselves. During the long history of the 
icon painting in Russia there is no evidence that the iconographic manuals were ever the 
subject for edicts or censorship. The political centralisation of Russia around Moscow in the 
15th century brought also a centralisation of social and religious life. A long line of docu- 
ments on many aspects of the state and the church activities appeared. Special official 
canonical versions of liturgic texts were made. Service books were corrected at the same 
time. Several edicts dealing with icon painting emerged under the councils 1547-1554. 
They were dealing with the education and the status of icon painters, the rules on the sale of 
icons, and the improvement of the standard of icon painting. The painter's manual is not 
even mentioned in these documents. Manuals have never been printed either, and the 
Church has not tried to create a corrected official version, as was the case with Synaxarion, 
Menologion, and other texts. Thus, the manuals were the property of the painters. 

The well-known council 1551 named Stoglav has as its 43rd chapter On the icon 
painters and the real icons where the main demand upon icon painters was that they should 
paint after the patterns of the old masters.!? Manuals are not named here either. They were 


15 Стоглав, Sankt Peterburg 1863, pp. 150-154. 





obviously considered as the painter's private reference books. On the other hand, Stoglav 
underlined the significance of the old canonic patterns. From this moment the manuals 
became necessary and common. 

The edicts of Stoglav made 19th century scholars assume that the manuals appeared 
after that council and due to it.'© However, two new text manuals, written in the beginning 
of the 16th century, were discovered already at the end of the 19th century.17 Their publi- 
cation did not cause any noticeable discussion on the age of the earlier manuals, probably 
depending on the tense political situation in Russia at that time. Anyhow, these two manu- 
als were obviously created before Stoglav. The Greek-Georgian and the Tichvin manuals 
discussed above approve that various forms of iconographic manuals definitely existed 
before the 16th century. 


Material 


Greek sources 


Ерминія, или наставлеше въ живописном искусствЪ, написанное, неизвъстно кемъ, 
вскор% πος 1566 года, Труды Кіевской Духовной Академии, т. 3, . л. 1867. 


Книга о живописномъ искусств$ Даншла священника 1674 года, Труды Кіевской 
Духовной Академия, т. 12, 1867. 


Ерминія или наставленіе в живопісномъ uckyccmet, составленное 1еромонахомъ и 
живописцемъ Діонисіемъ Фурноаграфіотомъ, Труды Кіевской Духовной Академии, т. 2, 
1868. 


The *Painter's manual" of Dionysius of Fourna. An English translation, with Commentary, by Р. 
HETHERINGTON, of cod. gr. 708 in the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library, Leningrad, London 
1974. 


Bulgarian sources 
Иконографски наръчник, ред. A. VASILIEV, Sofia 1977. 


Russian sources 


M. SPERANSKIJ, Еще одинъ списокъ иконописнаго подлинника XV B., in: H renis в Имп. 
ОбществЪ Исторіи и Древностей Россійских, Moskva 1912. 


Иконописный подлинник новгородской редакции по Софийскому списку конца XVI 
века, in: Сборник на 1873 год общества древнерусского искусства при Московском 
публичном музее, Moskva 1873. 


Сийский иконописный подлинник, St. Peterburg 1895. 


16 F. I. BUSLAJEV, Общие понятия о русской иконописи, in: Сборник общества 
древнерусского искусства, St. Peterburg 1866, рр. 357-361; D. A. GRIGOROV, Русский иконо- 
писный подлинник, in: Зап. Русского археол. общества, T. Ш, Moskva 1887, pp. 3-5; М. V. 
POKROVSKIJ, Очерки памятниковъ христианского искусства и иконографии, St. Peterburg 
1910, рр. 416. 


17 М. LicHACEV, Иконописцы подлинника краткой редакши, in: ИзвЪстія ОтдЪленія 
русского языка и словесности Имп. Акад. Наук, T. 2, St. Peterburg 1897, рр. 353-355; М. 
SPERANSKU, Еще один списокъ иконописного подлинника XVII века, in: Чтеня в Имп. 
Обществ$ Истории и Древностей Россійских, Moskva 1912, pp. 68-71. 
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Строгановский иконописный лицевой подлинник, Moskva 1869. 
Иконописный подлинник сводной редакции XVIII e., Moskva 1876. 


Рукопись толкового подлинника Королевской Библиотеки в Стокгольме, Acc. nr. 75- 
116. 


Описания состава 34 подлинников XVI-XVIII вв. в приложении к: D. А. GRIGOROV, 
Русск иконописный подлинник, in: Зап. Русского археол. общества, т. ПІ, Moskva 1887. 


Месяная икона XIX e., NM-I 206, Национальный музей в Стокгольме. 


The Angel of the Wilderness: 
Russian Icons and the Byzantine Legacy: 


Ellen С. SCHWARTZ (Ann Arbor, Michigan) 


Dedicated to the memory of my dear 
friend and mentor, Gordana Babié 


While the time of Ivan the Terrible is known for widespread atrocities, this period from 1533 
to 1584 also saw positive developments for Russian culture, some based on elements con- 
tinued from Byzantium. One of these was the widespread growth of images of John the 
Baptist, the czar’s patron saint. This article will examine one type of Baptist imagery and 
trace it from its roots in Byzantine painting into a variety of iconographic subtypes over the 
course of the sixteenth century and beyond. 

John the Baptist’s role in Russia and Russian art was already important. He is cele- 
brated a number of times - on the anniversaries of his conception, his birth, and the day of 
his death (August 29) - also Czar Ivan’s birthday - along with the day marking the discov- 
ery of his relics, as well as on Epiphany.! This popularity in the liturgy is matched by a large 
number of images in icon painting. Always part of the Deesis group on the iconostasis, the 
image is found elsewhere in single icons of great variety throughout the post-Byzantine peri- 
od. One of the most interesting is the winged Baptist, known as “The Angel of the 
Wilderness.” 

The iconography of John as the Angel of the Wilderness was originally a Byzantine 
invention. It appears to have originated in post-Iconoclastic times: one such Byzantine 
example is a fresco from Arilje done by a Salonikan workshop in 1296 (fig. 1)? This type 
is a development of the frequently seen ascetic Baptist depicted as emaciated with unruly 
hair and beard, dressed in a garment made of animal skin.? The winged form of ascetic 
Baptist developed in Byzantine and post-Byzantine art in several ways. One version is the 
frontal type, popular in sixteenth-century icon painting from Crete and Greece: another is a 


* The ideas in this paper were first presented at the XXI Byzantine Studies Conference, New York, 
October, 1995. Since, my work on the article has benefitted greatly by discussions with and sug- 
gestions of bibliography by the following colleagues: Jeffrey ANDERSON, Sue ΒΟΥΡ, Sharon 
GERSTEL, Susan MADIGAN and Tom MATHEWS. 


1 The conception feast is celebrated on September 23, and his nativity on June 25. The discovery 
of the Baptist's head is commemorated on February 24. Orthodox Epiphany is celebrated on January 
7. A useful list of these feasts is published in J. ANDERSON, The New York Cruciform Lectionary, 
University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press 1992, pp. 61f. In the west, the feast 
of the relics’ translation is also celebrated, on September 26. See Dom. E. FLICOTEAUX, La Noel 
d'Ete et le culte de saint Jean-Baptiste, Belgium: Abbaye de St-Andre par Lophem-les-Bruges 
1932, p. 81. 


? Reproduction of this image from the east wall of the southern transept may be found in G. 
MILLET - A. FROLOW, Les peintures du moyen âge en Yougoslavie, Paris 1957, vol. II, pl. 87 no. 1. 
A fourteenth century example from the southern wall of the naos at Sv. Nikita at Cuéer may be seen 
in ibid., vol. III (1962), pl. 47, 1. 

3 The well-known twelfth century example from the Capella Palatina mosaics illustrates the type; 


see O. DEMUS, The Mosaics of Norman Sicily, London 1949, pl. 12. A similar form is the bust in an 
absidiole at Monreale, ibid., pl. 88. 
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more narrative form, showing him preaching or blessing in three-quarters pose, seen in the 
renowned sixteenth-century icon signed by Michael Damaskinos.* 

In Russia, the ascetic depiction of John the Baptist became very popular. It appeared in 
Deesis tiers at the apex of iconostases, in both full-length and bust form.? More narrative 
examples, too, appeared frequently in painting and occasionally in other media: a mid six- 
teenth-century panel from Novgorod illustrates this type (fig. 2).6 This narrative form 
appears in Russian art without wings." In contrast, the Angel of the Wilderness type presents 
the winged figure in devotional image isolation. John stands frontally in a quiet pose facing 
the worshipper, against a neutral backdrop. Sometimes a desert setting is alluded to by the 
sand-like color of the ground and some sparse foliage. He usually holds a scroll in his left 
hand, and blesses with his right. A good example is the sixteenth-century Baptist icon from 
the Zagorsk museum (fig. 3) 

The Angel of the Wilderness type has special iconographic significance. According to 
DIDRON, the Baptist is ranked as an angel among the Dominions, according to the hierarchy 
of Dionysios the Areopagite.? In addition, John is seen as the last of the prophets and accord- 
ing to some, he appears winged because of his role as messenger (angelos). In the words of 
Malachi (III. 1). *Behold, I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare thy way before 
thee," a prophecy the evangelist Matthew interprets as referring to John the Baptist 
(Matthew XI, 10-12). Christ himself says of John, “Amongst those that are born of women, 
there is not a greater prophet than John the Baptist" (Luke 7:28). As a further link to the 
prophetic tradition the angelic form is seen to represent the Baptist's role as fulfillment of 
Isaiah's"* prophecy, chapter 40, verse 3, which reads, *Hark! One calleth: Clear ye in the 
wilderness the way of the Lord." The perhaps more familiar gospel text reads: “1 am the 
voice of one crying in the wilderness. Make straight the way of the Lord, as said the prophet 


^ The frontal type is illustrated in the catalogue of the exhibition sponsored by the Ministry of 


Culture, Byzantine and Christian Museum, entitled Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Art, Athens 1986, 
fig. 141, pp. 137-38. The Damaskinos icon can be found in the same volume, fig. 139. 


5 Two sixteenth century pieces, one from Vologda and one from the Poliakov Collection are exam- 
ples of this usage. For the Vologda icon, possibly dated c. 1515, see Engelina SMIRNOVA, Moscow 
Icons 14th-17th Centuries, Leningrad: Aurora Art Publishers 1989, figs. 166 and 168 and pp. 299- 
300. The bust-length icon from the Poliakov Collection is published and discussed by L. USPENSKY 
- V.Lossky, The Meaning of Icons, Crestwood, N. Y.: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press 1982, pp. 104- 
105. 

6 D LicHACEV et al., Novgorod Icons, 12th-17th Century, Leningrad: Aurora Art Publishers 1980, 
pp. 191 and 323. A fourteenth-century silver medallion shows a similar pose; see V. LAZAREV, 
Stranicy istorii Novgorodskoj zivopisi, Moscow: Izdatel'stvo Iskusstvo 1977, pl. XXIV and pp. 27- 
28. 


7 This more narrative type with wings continues on in later Greek painting, possibly continuing 
the tradition of the Damaskinos image. For examples, see the icon attributed to about 1600 in 
USPENSKY - Losskv, The Meaning of Icons, pp. 106-7, and another painting from the catholicon of 
Iviron published in A. MASSERON, Saint Jean Baptiste dans l'Art, Vichy: B. Arthaud 1957, fig. 2. A 
post-medieval example from the monastery of Dionysiou on Mt. Athos shows the longevity of this 
form: see M. YANAGI et al., Byzantium, Secaucus, N. J.: Chartwell Books, Inc. 1978, fig. 47. 


8 See T. V. NIKOLAJEVA, Early Russian Painting in the Zagorsk Museum, Moscow: Isskustvo Art 
Publishers 1977, pl. 195 and pp. 120-21. A similar icon from the beginning of the sixteenth centu- 
ry is pictured in M. V. ALPATOV, Sokrovisca russkogo iskusstva XI-XVI vekov (Zivopis’), Leningrad: 
Izdatel’stvo “Avrora” 1971, fig. 198. 


9 See A. N. Dipron, Christian Iconography, London: George Bell and Sons 1886, vol. II, p. 104; 
writings of the Areopagite make no such mention. MASSERON, however, mentions wall paintings in 
which the winged Baptist is part of an angelic grouping; one is found in the cupola at 
Koutloumousiou from 1540, and one in the chapel of Saint Nicholas at the Lavra monastery, paint- 
ed in 1560. See MASSERON, Saint Jean Baptiste dans l'Art, pp. 30-31. 


Isaiah" (John 1:23). The visual allusions to Isaiah seem to lie in the bare wilderness setting- 
his prophecy foretells many inhabited places being laid waste through God's wrath. Along 
these lines, the wings may bring to mind Isaiah's famous vision of the many-winged 
seraphim in chapter 6. Thus, as a direct link to the prophetic traditions of the Old Testament, 
the Angel of the Wilderness type fulfills a particular role. But in addition to the Old 
Testament reference, the Angel of the Wilderness image carries many other meanings, his- 
torical, didactic, and liturgical. The most interesting feature of these icons is the variety of 
attributes associated with the Baptist, and the multivalent meanings these details carry. 

The presentation of the ascetic Baptist, whether in devotional or narrative posture, 
gives clear visual form to the historical description given-in the text of Matthew chapter 3: 
“In those days came John the Baptist, preaching in the wilderness of Judea... his raiment 
was camel's hair end a leathern girdle about his loins, and his meat was locusts and wild 
honey." 

The inclusion of specific attributes furthers the allusions to the Baptist's biography. 
The Novgorodian icon cited above which depicts John in the appropriate desert setting dis- 
plays these elements (fig. 2). He gestures with his right hand as if blessing or preaching, 
while his other hand holds a scroll with a text.! Behind John there is a tree with an axe laid 
toward its base. This is a direct illustration of the verses describing the preaching of the 
Baptist found in Matthew 3, verses 2 and 10, represented here on the scroll: “Repent ye, for 
the kingdom of Heaven is at hand. And now also the axe is laid unto the root of the tree: 
therefore every tree which bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down."!! Even in the devo- 
tional icons which eschew the gesture of speech, a similar meaning is carried by the inclu- 
sion of this text, and the axe and tree, even though these iconographic elements are not 
always represented together. Similarly, the texts are not associated with any particular pos- 
ture, gesture, or other attributes, although all variations continue the stress on the historical 
and liturgical meaning of the image. 

Perhaps the most prominent detail borrowed from the narrative type is the severed head 
of the Baptist displayed in a footed bowl. In the narrative form, the vessel lies on the ground, 
usually in front of the figure (fig. 2). In the devotional form, John may hold it, rather pre- 
cariously it seems, balancing it in the same hand as the scroll. Such a position may be seen 
in an icon from the Mari8¢ogo Monastery (fig. 4).!? This, of course, refers to a later part of 
the Baptist's biography, his beheading at the request of Herod's niece, described in Matthew 
chapter 14 and Mark chapter 6. As such, it adds further hagiographical data to the Baptist 
image. Its placement in what appears to be a liturgical vessel, however, emphasizes the con- 
nection between John's martyrdom, Christ's sacrifice and the reinactment of the latter in the 
liturgy. The gospel texts do not indicate a piece of liturgical plate as the receptacle: indeed, 


10 This gesture has been variously interpreted in these icons. In his catalogue entry for the Damas- 
kinos icon, CHATZIDAKIS calls John's gesture “α gesture of speech" (see Byzantine and Post-Byz- 
antine Art, pp. 135-36). The hand position is more usually referred to as one of blessing, and is so 
described in the manual for painters by Dionysius of Fourna: see The “Painter’s Manual" of 
Dionysius of Fourna, transl. P. HETHERINGTON, England: The Sagittarius Press 1974, pp. 87-88. 


11 The section referring to the axe and tree is repeated in Luke 3:9. 


12 This icon is published by M. E. DAEN, Novootkrytyj pamjatnik stankovoj Zivopisi epochi Ivana 
Groznogo (Жопа ‘Ioanna Predteci' iz Maricskogo Monastyrja, in: Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. 
ChudoZestvennaja kul’tura Moskvy i prilezaS¢ich К пеј knjazestv. XIV-XIV vv., Moscow: 
Izdatel'stvo *Nauka' 1970, pp. 207-225. It is reproduced in color and discussed briefly in Engelina 
SMIRNOVA, Moscow Icons, p. 303 and pls. 182-83. A similar icon from the beginning of the sixteenth 
century is reproduced in M. B. ALPATOV, Sokrovisca russkogo iskusstva XI-XVI vekov. 


171 


172 


as the setting is a banquet, a plate, dish, or *charger" is the support for the severed head in 
the written accounts. The liturgical vessel has been added by Orthodox artists to make the 
appropriate associations, augmenting the meaning of the icon to allude to the liturgy as the 
route to salvation. It provides a more focussed underscoring of the Baptist's role, not mere- 
ly as the heir of Isaiah, but as the precursor of Christ. Inherent in this understanding of the 
image is the role of sacrifice through death: John will give his life ahead of Christ, then 
Christ will die to enable humanity's eventual salvation, just as lambs were sacrificed to 
atone for sins in Isaiah's Old Testament times. This deeper meaning is emphasized by the 
text which is sometimes included on the scroll. “Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh 
away the sins of the world" (from the gospel of John, 29:1). The long staff often carried by 
the Baptist alludes to his martyrdom, furthering the linkage with the Passion of Christ.!3 
This point is underscored by the occasional cruciform-like posture of John, visible in the 
icon from Tom Mathews’ collection (fig. 5)!^ These additional details add a didactic dimen- 
sion to the Baptist image and create an even more complicated layering of meanings. 

Numerous items of the iconography seen in these various panels were undoubtedly 
derived from Byzantine menologion and lectionary illustrations, where narrative details are 
stressed. An example of such a manuscript model which shows the Baptist preaching, indi- 
cating the axe and tree nearby is offered by fol. 138r of the Gospel Lectionary Dionysiou 
587, dated to the year 1059.15 Borrowings from the Baptist's story in hagiographical illus- 
tration are documented by one icon displaying the iconographic specificity of manuscript 
models. This is the Baptist icon from the Bergens Billedgalleri in Norway (fig. 6).!6 
Attributed to the Moscow school of about 1600, it shows the typical hagiographical repeti- 
tion of the figure, which we have seen in other Russian narrative icons. Here the Baptist is 
represented three times: standing, about to undergo beheading, and finally as the head in the 
vessel. The bowing position of John seen here is repeated numerous times in Byzantine art 
as the prelude to death by beheading, especially in menologion illustrations in both frescoes 
and manuscript illumination. 17 


13 On the interpretation in general, see E. MALE, Le type de saint Jean-Baptiste et ses divers 


aspects, Revue des Deux-Mondes (mars, 1951), p. 57. Examples with such cross-tipped staffs 
include one from the third quarter of the sixteenth center published in color in A. SALTYKOV, Muzej 
drevnerusskogo iskusstva imeni Andreja Rubleva, Leningrad: ChudoZnik RSFSR 1981, pl. 142, and 
the Muscovite icon from the third quarter of the fourteenth century illustrated in the catalogue of the 
exhibition, Treasures from the Kremlin, New York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art 1979, pl. 10 
and p. 141. The latter icon shows a flowering cross at the top of the staff. 


14 See entry 5, Icon of John the Baptist with Saints Zenia and Natalia, in Ellen C. SCHWARTZ - 
Thelma K. THOMAS, Beyond Empire: Artistic Expressions of Byzantium, Catalogue for an exhibition 
at the University of Michigan Museum of Art. September 17-October 30, 1994. 

15 S. M. PELEKANIDES et al., Treasures of Mt. Athos, Illuminated Manuscripts, vol. 1, Athens: 
Endotike Athenon, SA 1973, pl. 254. Postures of figures, too, have been borrowed from Byzantine 
portable models. Some of the Baptist figures in the narrative icons are rendered almost in profile, 
others in a three-quarters pose possibly inspired by depictions of John from 16th century and earli- 
er Deesis compositions on iconostases, like those cited above. 


16 А. BRYNILDSEN, De Heilige Ikoner, Oslo: Dreyers Forlag 1968, pp. 56-57. 


17 Similar postures are seen in the menologion painted at Staro Nagoricino from the early four- 
teenth century, published by MILLET - FROLOW, vol. III, pls. 106, 1 and 107, 1. A manuscript exam- 
ple may be found in the 11th century menologion Esphigmenou 14, folio 90r, published in S. M. 
PELEKANIDES et al., Treasures of Mt. Athos, Illuminated Manuscripts, vol. II, Athens: Endotike 
Athenon, SA 1975, pl. 331. Another narrative example is the icon of the finding of the Baptist's 
head in the Rublev Museum, inv. 2176, from the 17th century: note that the head is found in a foot- 
ed paten witbin the cave. See Altrussiche Malerei des 15.-17. Jahrhunderts aus der Sammlung des 
Museums Moskau, Berlin: Staatliche Museen zu Berlin 1982, pl. 49 and p. 10. 


One feature of the Angel of the Wilderness type, however, may be traced to a monu- 
mental Byzantine source. This - the most unusual attribute - is a tiny recumbent figure of 
Christ in the vessel. One such example is included in the Mathews icon cited above (fig. 5): 
another occurs in a bust-length icon attributed to the first half of the 17th century from the 
Rublev Gallery (fig. 7).18 Two further examples were published by HARING in his Art 
Bulletin article of 1922.19 This is, of course, a direct allusion to the species of the Eucharist 
as the body and blood of Christ, linking even more closely the Baptist, the Passion, and the 
liturgy, and the dual themes of sacrifice and salvation. The use of the small figure is a direct 
descendent of the Christos-amnos image displayed on the altar or on a paten, occasionally 
found in apse decoration in Byzantine churches from the twelfth century on, first seen pre- 
served in the apse of Kurbinovo, 1191.20 The consistent use of the bowl-like paten in the 
Russian icons links them to late Byzantine apse paintings such as that of Studenica, where 
Christ lies in just such a footed bowl-shaped paten (fig. 8).?! A large number of these 
images, most from the fourteenth century, show closely related liturgical plate - examples 
include frescoes from Greece, Crete, Cyprus, Rhodes, Serbia and Macedonia.?? These 
objects, appearing chalice-like when seen in isolation, are clearly depictions of patens, as 
each is shown on the altar paired with a long-stemmed chalice positioned beside, on, or 
behind the paten.?? And in this we have a direct link to the aforementioned icons with the 
Baptist's head in a vessel (fig. 4) which can now be identified as a paten. Both the Baptist's 
head and the Christos-amnos are displayed as sacrifices which enable the salvation of the 
worshipper. The paten support with its sacrificial contents thus further enhances the rela- 


18 This icon is published in color in SALTYKOV, Muzej... imeni Andreja Rubleva, pl. 166. Another 
17th century example, a full-length one from Bulgaria, may be found in S. MUTAFOV, Medicinata 
v bulgarskata ikonopis, Sofia: Izdatelstvo na Bulgarskata Akademiia na naukite 1992, fig. 57. 


1? W. HaRING, The Winged St. John the Baptist. Two Examples in American Collections, The Art 
Bulletin V, 2 (1922) figs. 1 and 4. 


20 The seminal work on this image is Gordana BABIC, Les discussions christologiques et le décor 
des églises byzantines au XIIe siécle, Frühmittelalterliche Studien II (1968) 368-86: for Kurbinovo, 
see fig. 55. Later examples are found in the apse of the Virgin's church at Studenica: see MILLET - 
FRoLow, vol. 1 (1954), pl. 43, 1. Another may be seen in the prothesis absidiole of the Holy Apostles 
church at Pec, painted c. 1240-1260. Surprisingly, actual patens decorated with melismos imagery 
have not survived. 

?! Мит - Екогом, vol. HI. p. 55.3, and Mila Βα]κονιό, L’Eglise du roi à Studenica, Belgrade: 
Editions Jugoslavija 1964, fig. 6. 


22 See the Greek dissertation by Chara KONSTANTINIDE, O Melismos: Oi Sylleitourgountes 
lerarches Mprosta sten Ag. Trapeza те ta Тита Dora e ton Eucharistiako Christo, Athens 1991, 
passim. I am indebted to Sharon GERSTEL for bringing this study to my attention, and for the loan 
of her personal copy. The footed bowl-like receptacle occasionally shows up in later western art; see 
the painting by Bernardino Luini in the Uffizi depicted in MASSERON, Saint Jean Baptiste dans l'Art, 
fig. 115. Despite the depiction of patens as bowls on bases of various heights since early Byzantine 
times, none of these survives from the Byzantine period. However, while religious vessels of these 
types are rare survivors today, secular vessels of related shape are preserved from the twelfth 
through the fourteenth centuries: see A. EFFENBERGER, Metallkunst von der Spátantike bis zum aus- 
gehenden Mittelalter, Berlin 1982, pls. 10, 11, 13. 


23 Several, like the Archangels church at Kakopetros on Crete (1392) and the Koimesis in Aliveri, 
Euboia (1393) show the item covered by the metal asterisk which supports the aer: see 
KONSTANTINIDE, O Melismos, figs. 239, 240. For an example of the chalice next to the bowl-like 
paten, see the frescoes from Sv. Nikola, Ljuboten in Macedonia (ca. 1348), ibid., figs. 115, 158. The 
chalice appears balanced on the lip of the paten in the apse at Agios Georgios Kavousiotes (first 
quarter of the fourteenth century), ibid., fig. 142; the chalice bearing a bust image of Christ appears 
behind the footed paten in the apse of St. John the Theologian at Zemen (1356) and the Church of 
the Taxiarchs, Kastoria (1359/60), ibid., figs. 178 and 179. 
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tionship between the martyrdom of the Baptist and the Passion of Christ.24 This relationship 
is further reinforced by the Orthodox prothesis rite in which the special loaf of bread is pre- 
pared for transubstantiation. After the section representing Christ (“the Lamb”) is removed, 
a portion is cut and placed to the right side of it honoring the Virgin, angels and then the 
saints. First among the saints’ commemorations are these words: “In honor and in memory 
of the honorable and glorious prophet, the Forerunner and Baptist, John, and all the holy 
prophets.”25 And in Russia the imprint on this prosphora loaf before the 1641 reforms of 
Patriarch Nikon read, "This is the Lamb of God who taketh away the sins of the world," the 
very text often used on our Angel of the Wilderness icons.26 Once again, Russian icon- 
painters creatively adapt Byzantine iconography in all its complexity to express articles of 
faith, befitting Russian Orthodoxy as the spiritual heir to the Byzantine church. 

It is not only continuity in subject matter, however, which distinguishes sixteenth-cen- 
tury Russian icons as participants in Byzantium's continuing artistic legacy. In style, too, we 
see survivals pointing to Constantinople. The style of many of these icons, like the one from 
the museum in Zagorsk (fig. 3), refers to painting from the fourteenth century. Despite the 
color scheme of Muscovite painting involving dark, almost metallic greens and ivory white, 
and the bright reds and golds of other regional variations, the figure style imitates familiar 
work from the Byzantine capital. The typical sixteenth century icon shows figures with 
exaggerated proportions, the almost bloated abdomens contrasted with reed-like extremities. 
Spade-shaped or twisted feet typical of much Paleologan painting are also seen. An exam- 
ple from the Kariye Camii parecclesion shows similar features: the ample drapery, falling in 
deeply shadowed folds and wrapped to form a thick cumberbund and folded hem is evident 
as is the tail of drapery billowing out behind the figures - a hallmark of the style (fig. 9).27 
The increasing emaciation of figures and exaggeration of proportions seen in the Russian 
icons such as that from Mariscogo (fig. 4) is typical of much painting of the fifteenth cen- 
tury in both Byzantium and lands within her cultural orbit, such as this Greek icon of St. 
Demetrius in the Benaki Museum (fig. 10).28 

Thus, the Angel of the Wilderness type offers an example of development in Russian 
art from Byzantine prototypes into a panoply of forms. Expressing varied meaning, these 
panels fill a number of liturgical needs in painting of post-Byzantine times. These depictions 
of John the Baptist, in both subject matter and in style, help document Byzantium's long- 
lived legacy in the sixteenth-century icon painting of Russia and beyond. 


24 The visual analogies of the footed paten and the platters in Last Supper scenes along with the 


fonts in which the infant Christ is bathed in some Nativity depictions adds further cross-references 
among scenes referring to Christ and sacrifce; see, e.g., the Last Supper from a fourteenth century 
Passion icon at Vlatadon Monastery, Thessaloniki (Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Art. fig. 85) and 
the basin in a nativity icon from the first half of the sixteenth century on Patmos, (ibid., fig. 136). 
25 See C. KUCHAREK, The Byzantine Slav Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, Allendale, N.J.: Alleluia 
Press 1971, pp. 288-89. Further links to the prophetic tradition are the passages from Isaiah (53:7, 
53:8) used in the proskomidia ceremony: see ibid., pp. 261-62. 

26 Ibid, p. 265, п. 17. 

27 The Kariye Camii frescoes are all published in volume III of P. A. UNDERWOOD, The Kariye 
Djami, New York: Bollingen Series LXX/Pantheon Books 1966. Our figures, from the apse 
Anastasis, are reproduced as fig. 201, p. 355. 

28 This icon is dated to the mid-fifteenth century by USPENSKY - Losskv, The Meaning of Icons, 
pp. 135, 137. 





Figure 1. John the Baptist, south transept, eastern wall. Sv. Аме, Arilje, 1296, after Petković 
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Figure 2. Icon of John the Baptist, Russian Museum. St. Petersburg. Novgorod school, 
sixteenth century, after Lazarev 





Figure 3. Icon of John the Baptist, Zagorsk Museum. Russian, sixteenth century, after Nikolajeva Ш 


e 


έν 





Figure 4. Icon of John the Baptist, Mariščogo Monastery, sixteenth century, after Daen 





Figure 5. Icon of John the Baptist with Saints Xenia and Natalia, Tom Mathews Collection. 
Moscow school, sixteenth century? Photo courtesy of Tom Mathews 
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Figure 6. Icon of John the Baptist, Bergens Billedgalleri. Moscow school, c. 1600, 
after Brynildsen 





Figure 7. Bust-length Icon of John the Baptist, Rublev Museum. Russian, first half 
of the seventeenth century, after Saltykov VII 
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Figure 8. Studenica, King’s church, detail of Christos-amnos in apsidiole, 1313/14, 
after Rajkovic 
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Figure 9. Kariye Camii, detail of saints from the apse of the parecclesion. 1320-20. Photograph 
courtesy of Dumbarton Oaks Byzantine Photograph and Fieldwork Archives 





Figure 10. Icon of St. Demetrius, Benaki Museum. Greek, mid-fifteenth century, 
after Uspensky - Lossky 
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Leiden - New York - Kóln: E. J. Brill, Vol. 1, 1993, pp. 344; Vol. 2, 1994, pp. 430 
(= Religions in the Graeco-Roman World, Volume 115/1 - 2) 


Die archäologischen Funde der letzten Jahrzehnte deuteten eine längere Lebensdauer der antiken 
Kulte auch nach den Reformen Theodosius' I. und nach seiner die Staatsreligion betreffenden 
Gesetzgebung an. Dieses Phánomen kann natürlich nicht für allgemein gültig gehalten werden. Das 
Schicksal jedes einzelnen antiken Kultes muß besonders geprüft werden u. zw. aufgrund von 
archäologischen Ausgrabungen der betreffenden Lokalitáten, so aufgrund von Nachrichten schrift- 
licher Quellen. Beide Arten von Information haben nicht denselben Aussagewert. Die archáolo- 
gischen Funde bezeugen nur die Existenz von Material, das erst auf Grund literarischer Quellen in 
die historischen Zusammenhänge gebracht werden muß. 

Zu solchen literarischen Quellen gehóren vor allem die Vitae sanciorum und die Acta mar- 
tyrum, deren oft ungenaue Angaben Mifitrauen erwecken. Erst die Forschung der letzten Jahre 
überwand den Hyperkriticismus und nimmt diese Angaben als betrauenswert an, besonders falls 
sie in mehreren literarischen Quellen zeitlich nebeneinander vorkommen. Die Auswertung beider 
Arten von Informationen ist sehr mühsam, besonders in solchen Fallen, wenn es sich um breite 
Gebiete mit reicher Geschichte, die von einer sich wechselnden Bevólkerung besiedelt waren, han- 
delt. Eine solche Aufgabe stellte sich Frank R. TROMBLEY, der sich durch seine früheren Studien 
über die gegenseitigen Beziehungen der spätantiken Religion und des Christentums bekannt 
machte, in dem vorgelegten zweibàndigen auf den Vorderen Orient ausgerichteten Werk. 

Der Verf. beschránkt sich nicht nur auf den Vergleich von Quellen verschiedener Art, sondern 
er bemüht sich um eine Interpretation, die alle Quellen in Zusammenhang bringt. Er betrachtet 
dabei wie die lokalen politischen, historischen und sozialen Verháltnisse, so auch konkrete 
Einzelfálle, z.B. eine Nachricht über eine Konversion zum Christentum aufgrund eines Traums. 
TROMBLEY sucht besonders solche Gründe auf, die zum Verlassen bedeutender Gottheiten führten, 
was infolgedessen zum Untergang deren Kultes führte. Es handelt sich z.B. um Zeus Marnas in 
Gaza oder um Sarapis in Alexandreia. Durch eine minutióse Analyse kommt Verf. zur Ansicht, 
waß die Gründe in beiden Fällen verschieden seien und daß dabei nicht möglich sei für sie eine 
gemeinsame Erklarung zu finden. Hiemit gibt er seinen früheren Standpunkt auf, daf es nur auf 
Grund hagiographischer Werke Schlüsse zu folgern móglich ware und bevorzugt nun eine Inter- 
pretation z.B. aufgrund einer Inschrift. Auf Inschriften stützt sich auch seine Analyse der Zusam- 
mensetzung der Bevölkerung einzelner Lokalitäten, z.B. Aphrodisias, wo die Vertretung von 
Christen und Hellenen im órtlichen Rat durch Inschriften bezeugt wird. In diesem Zusammenhang 
macht der Verf. auf die wichtige Tatsache aufmerksam, daf sich weder die christlichen Herrscher 
noch die christlichen Schriftsteller dessen bewußt waren, daß die Kulte alter Gottheiten heimlich 
weiter lebten ebenso wie die durch magische Papyri bezeugte Magie und Mantik weiter betrieben 
wurde. Sie nahmen nämlich nicht in Erwägung, daß die antike paideia als solche eine Gefahr für 
den christlichen Glauben vorstellte. 

Der Autor gliederte das Werk in elf Kapitel, wobei die Ergebnisse jedes Kapitels in 
Schlußfolgerungen (Conclusions) zusammengefaßt werden. Die ersten zwei Kapitel befassen sich 
mit allgemeinenen Problemen. Das 1. Kapitel (Die Rechtstellung des Opfers, s. 1-97) befaBt sich 
mit der Form des Opferns, der Magie und der Pharmakeia sowie mit dem Gótterkult in der Zeit 
zwischen Theodosios' und Justinians Gesetzgebung. Eine besondere Aufmerksamkeit wird dem 
stufenweise fortschreitenden ZusamenflieBen der griechischen paideia und der christlichen An- 
sehungen wahrend des ganzen 5. Jhs. gewidmet. Das 2. Kapitel (Christianisierung, S. 98-186) legt 
mehrere interesante Aspekte vor: z.B. das Verhältnis der Götter zu den Dämonen, die sich als 
Naturkráfte zum Ausdruck bringen, die Assimilation der christlichen Heiligen an die heidnischen 
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Gótter (Phokas - Poseidon, Demetrios - Demeter), für die es, sofem mir bekannt ist, im Westen 
keine Parallele gibt; das Abreißen der Tempel und das nachherige Ausnützen der ökonomisch 
wertvollen und ideologisch bedeutenden Stellen inmitten der Stadt für den Bau christlicher Heilig- 
tümer; die Stylitensäulen und der frühere Phalloskult. Neben den ideologischen Veränderungen 
behandelt Tr. auch gesellschaftliche Veránderungen (z.B. was das Amt der Dekurionen betrifft), in 
weiteren Kapiteln verfolgt er dieses Problem im Zusammenhang mit den órtlichen Eigentüm- 
lichkeiten. Laut Tr. führte jedenfalls der AssimilationsprozeB der heidnischen und christlichen 
Vorstellungen nicht nur zum ideologischen sondern auch zum faktischen Umbau der Gesellschaft. 

Die Schlüsse dieser einleitenden Kapitel werden dann in einzelnen Gebieten geprüft: Kapitel 
3. behandelt Gaza, 4. Athen und Attika, 5. Alexandreia, 6. Aphrodisias, 7. Kleinasien, 8. das sy- 
rische Land, 9. das Niltal, 10. Antiochene und Apameia, 11. Bostrene. Tr. wählt als Ausgangspunkt 
seiner Erläuterungen Gaza, weil er hier einen gewissen Schlüsselpunkt findet, durch welchen er 
den Leser in die Problematik einführen kann. Er geht aus der Analyse der griechischen Vita des 
Bischof Porphyrios von Markos Diakonos hervor, von welcher auch eine georgische Version erhal- 
ten ist. Im Appendix I (S. 246-282) wird der historische Wert dieser Quelle analysiert. Der Text 
dieser Vita wird dann mit anderen, besonders epigraphischen Quellen konfrontiert, eine Reihe ört- 
licher Termini aus dem hiesigen Leben wird analysiert. Tr. widmet hauptsáchlich seine Aufmerk- 
samkeit dem Heiligtum des Gottes Marnas, dessen Marnenion durch einen besonders ansehnlichen 
Kirchenbau ersetzt wird, weiter dann verschiedenen Formen des Weiterlebens eines geheimen 
Heidentums. 

Kapitel 4 befafit sich mit Athen und Attika im 4. und 5. Jh., u.zw. besonders aufgrund epi- 
graphischer Quellen, in denen Einflüsse des Neuplatonismus vorgefunden werden. Das Weiter- 
leben der heidnischen Kulte wird aufgrund des Enkomions des Asterius von Amaseia analysiert, 
das mit den Nachrichten weiterer Quellen (Eunapios, Zosimos) verglichen wird, wobei auch der 
soziale Hintergrund dieser Quellen berücksichtigt wird. In zwei Appendices wird hier erstens die 
Frage geprüft, ob Ioannes Chrysostomos im J. 367/8 Athen besucht hátte, wobei dieser Besuch mit 
den Kampfen des Chrysostomos mit Akakios in Konstantinopel in Zusammenhang gebracht wird. 
Der zweite Appendix behandelt die Schließung des Asklepieion und des Parthenon in den J. 481-4. 

Im zweiten Teil (Kapitel V. - XI. sowie in den Anhángen, Appendix IV - VII) widmet der 
Autor seine Aufmerksamkeit den Auseinandersetzungen zwischen dem Christentum und dem 
Heidentum in weiteren Territorien der östlichen Welt. Beim Ordnen dieser Kapitel achtete er mehr 
auf den inneren Zusammenhang als auf deren geographisches Einreihen, sodaß das Einreihen der 
Kapitel über Agypten (Kapitel VII - IX) unter die Kapitel, welche der syrischen und arabischen 
Welt gewidmet sind (Kapitel VII, X - XD, hier auf den ersten Blick als unorganisch erscheinen 
kann. In sámtlichen Kapiteln behandelte der Autor gründlich alle Auskünfte, welche aus den 
schriftlichen Quellen geschópft werden können, in geringerem Ausmaß stoßen wir hier auf Hin- 
weise auf Münzen, Medaillen und Kameen (z.B. in den Darlegungen über Damonen) oder auf 
Gegenstánde, welche unter das opus domesticum der christlichen Welt gereiht werden (z.B. Lam- 
pen oder kleine Hángekreuze), aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach wegen ihrer unsicheren Datierung. 

Die Darlegungen im zweiten Band beginnen mit einer umfangreichen Analyse (S. 1 - 51) der 
Tátigkeit der eifrigen Verfechter des Christentums in Alexandrien, die sich selbst als filoponoi, d.h. 
„die Tatkráftigen" bezeichneten. Die Hauptquelle bildet in dieser Hinsicht die Biographie des 
monophysitischen Patriarchen von Antiochien Severus, welche im syrischen Wortlaut als Werk 
von Zacharias auf Mitylene erhalten geblieben ist. Die „Tatkräftigen“ verfolgten die Tätigkeit ver- 
schiedener Personen, vor allem deren Beziehung zur Opferdarbringung, und orientierten sich 
darauf, die von ihnen auserwáhlten Bürger, bzw. Persónlichkeiten von der griechischen paideia 
zum Christentum zu geleiten oder sogar zu treiben. Im Mittelpunkt ihrer Aufmerksamkeit stand 
vorrangig das Milieu der alexandrinischen Intellektuellen. 

Severus’ Biographie bot dem Autor reichhaltigen Stoff zu Untersuchungen des geistigen 
Lebens in der Familie sowie in der Schule, da die auftretenden Konflikte ihren Widerhall auch in 
breiterer gesellschaftlicher Umwelt fanden. Besonders wertvoll ist hier die Tatsache, daB uns über 
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studierende Paralios von Aphrodisias in Karien drei Brüder hat, von denen jeder einzelne eine 
unterschiedliche Beziehung zum Christentum kundgibt. Erst zum Schluß des Kapitels (S. 49) weist 
er darauf hin, daß es sich um eine Erscheinung handelt, welche zur Festigung des Christentums - 
mit Hinsicht zu seiner besseren Anpassungsfähigkeit und Organisationsstruktur (hier beruft er sich 
auf MacMULLEN, Paganism, S. 134 ff) - beitragen konnte. Dabei läßt er aber eine ähnliche Situa- 
tion im Westen außer acht (Commodian, Apol. 1f., Inst., Praef.), daß es sich manchmal bei einigen 
Angaben bloB um einen Topos handelt, wie es dem in den Vitae sanctorum oftmals der Fall ist. 
Dagegen macht er treffend auf die Parallele der alexandrinischen Idololatrie und Magie mit áhn- 
licher Praxis in der Athener neuplatonischen Schule des Proklos aufmerksam. 

Paralios stellt für den Autor ein treffendes Thema dar, anhand dessen er die Methoden der 
christlichen Priester verfolgen kann, welche in unauffálliger Form ihre Ansichten verbreiten, 
indem sie ihre Studenten auffordern als künftige Rhetoren Libanios' Reden mit den Ansprachen 
der Kappadokischen Váter zu vergleichen und auf diese Weise unauffállig die christliche Lehre 
anfzunehmen. Paralios bot dem Autor auch ein weiteres Thema zur Untersuchung dar u.z. die be- 
stehenden Beziehungen zwischen Professoren und Studenten unterschiedlicher religióser 
Gesinnung. Anregend ist seine Bemerkung, daf) die unterschiedlichen Verháltnisse in Alexandrien 
und in Athen von der beträchtlichen Anzahl der Mönche in Alexandrien beeinflußt waren. In 
diesem Streit verschiedener Ansichten stand an vorderer Stelle die Diskussion über die wundertati- 
gen Fáhigkeiten heidnischer Gótter, für welche die Philoponen sichtbare und rationelle Beweise 
forderten. Die mißlungene experimentale Beweisführung führte dann oft zum Abfall vom alten hel- 
lenischen Glauben. In diesem Zusammenhang stoBen wir auf die Ansicht von Paralios auf die 
Traumerscheinungen der Isis, in denen er den bósen Geist sieht, der die Góttin darstellt. Mit 
Hinsicht zur reichhaltig entfalteten Dàmonologie, zu welcher die verschiedensten philosophischen 
Schulen ihren Beitrag leisteten, mit Ansätzen bereits bei Xenokrates, dem ersten Nachfolger von 
Platon, bis zu Porphyrios und Proklos, den Kirchenvatern und dem Judaismus (besonders lebhaft 
wirkt hier der Ps 95,5, auf welchen der Autor nachdrücklich auf Seite 9 aufmerksam macht), kon- 
nte der Autor diese Problematik nur berühren, was er allerdings - trotz des kurzgefaßten Textes - 
in einer sehr zutreffenden Weise tat. Vielleicht kónnte man noch hinzufügen, daf die Ausdrücke 
Daimon und Theos bereits seit dem Hellenismus untereinander verwechselt wurden, was im 
Westen durch Augustins Darlegungen in der „Civitas Dei“ für die dauernde Zeit bestätigt wurde. 

Die Konflikte zwischen den hellenischen Lehrern und den christlichen Schülern fanden ihren 
Ansatz in provokativ aktiven Ausfallen der Schüler gegen die Lehrer und in einer kórperlichen 
Attacke auf einen Schüler. Wir werden uns hier mit einer Gerichtsverhandlung eines solchen Falles 
bekannt gemacht sowie mit den damit zusammenhängenden Straßenunruhen, welche in Zerstórun- 
gen von Statuen heidnischer Gótter ihren Gipfel fanden. Der Autor, welcher in seinem Werk 
mehrmals die Aktivität der Volksmassen berührt, hat sich jedoch mit dieser, aus soziologischer 
Sicht gewiß schwerwiegenden Problematik niemals systematisch, bzw. tiefer befaßt. Er schließt 
sogar die Möglichkeit nicht aus, daß die Massen in vorhinein ausgewählte Objekte attackierten. 
Zur Verdeutlichung des Gesamtbildes der damaligen Umstande schildert der Autor das Verhór des 
Priesters Isidoros durch den alexandrinischen Patriarchen Peter III. Mongus, vor welchen den 
Priester die Volksmassen geschleppt haben - samt der reichen Beute, welche sie im unweiten 
Menuthis nach der Zerstórung des Isistempels an sich gerissen haben. Wir kónnen dem Autor 
dankbar sein, daß er in seinem Werk die Übersetzung des sugestiven syrischen Textes veröf- 
fentlicht hat. Den Text gibt es bislang nämlich nur in der wenig zugänglichen französischen Über- 
setzung von Α. M. KUGENER aus dem Jahre 1903. Die Bedeutung des Textes liegt darin, daf er uns 
Einblick in die Situation bietet, in welcher der Priester bekräftigt, daß die hölzerne Schlange aus 
dem Tempel eingentlich die Schlange aus dem Paradies wäre, und die Massen sprechen die Statuen 
heidnischer Götter mit solchen Epitheta an, welche die Götter in diesem Zusammenhang ge- 
ringschátzen: Kronos - misopais (derjenige, der die Kinder hasst), Zeus - filoneos (derjenige der die 
Junge liebt d.h. Päderast) usw. Über diesen Prozeß erstattete Petros III. Bericht nach Aphrodisias 
(welcher jedoch, wie wir später [S. 21] erfahren - sein Ziel niemals erreichte, da der Bote besto- 
chen wurde). Der Autor folgert daraus die Existenz eines breiten kirchlichen Informationsnetzes. 
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Diese Vermutung können wir noch damit ergänzen, daß es ein solches Informationsnetz auch unter 
den thrakischen und afrikanischen Arianen gab (Victor Vitensis). 

Nach diesen Ereignissen lief) sich Paralios taufen, er litt jedoch an Obsessionen seitens der 
Damone, über welche er verschiedene Texte gelesen hat. Im Einklang mit der häufigen Praxis der 
Philoponen, die allerdings den psychischen Hintergrund ihres Vorgehens nicht verstanden, ver- 
brannte Paralios den diesbezüglichen magischen Papyrus, ergänzte sein eigenes Vorgehen durch 
das Lesen irgendwelcher Homilie von Gregorios und begab sich zuletzt in das Kloster Enaton bei 
Alexandrien, wo sein Bruder Athanasios als Mönch lebte. Kurz nachher kam es zum Aufstand des 
magisters militum per Orientem Illus, über dessen Teilnehmer aus Afrodisias Zacharias einen 
Bericht aufgrund des Briefes von Paralios abfaßte. Illus führte die Hellenen in den Kampf für die 
Weidereinführung öffentlicher Opfer (diese haben im Laufe des Aufstandes stattgefunden) und für 
die religiöse Toleranz. Zu dieser Zeit spielten eine große Rolle auch Prophezeiungen, von welchen 
manche nur ad hoc abgefaßt wurden. Zum Beispiel in einer treibt der Heilige Geist Apollo aus dem 
Himmel. Sehr interessant erlautert der Autor die Funktion des Kreuzes als Symbols des gewalt- 
samen Todes und folgert, dañ dessen Durchführung eine besondere Macht zugeschrieben wurde - 
nämlich die Macht die Aktivitäten der Götter zu verhindern. Es handelte sich um еше ähnliche 
Kraft wie z.B. das Herbeibringen einer Leiche zur Opferstátte, was die Opfergabe verhinderte. Auf 
diese Weise erklárt auch der Autor die Tatsache, warum die Christen Kreuze in die Mauern von 
Tempeln alter heidnischer Gótter einritzten. 

In den mit dem Schreiben von Paralios parallelen Darlegungen kommt eine ganze Reihe von 
Merkwürdigkeiten vor, wie z.B. bei Isidoros von Pelusion die Anführung von Prophezeiungen auf- 
grund von Herodotos, Thukydides, bzw. Plutarchos oder die Erwähnung des Mithraismus in 
Aphrodisias, woher uns bisher ein Mithraeum nicht bekannt ist. Der Autor schließt die Möglichkeit 
nicht aus, daß unter dem Einfluß der steigenden Anzahl von Proklos-Anhängern es zu einer gewis- 
sen Belebung des Mithraismus kommen konnte. Proklos hatte übrigens Sinn für die arcana, welche 
der Mithraskult im ausreichenden maf darbot. 

Paralios ist es nicht gelungen, durch seinen Brief seine Brüder für das Christentum zu gewin- 
nen, sie traten jedoch dem Christentum bei, nachdem die beiden christlichen Brüder aus Agypten 
in ihre Vaterstadt Aphrodisias zurückgekehrt waren. Paralios gründete hier ein Kloster, das 
Athanasios leiten wird. Dem gelang es auch das Landvolk fiir das Christentum zu gewinnen, indem 
er sich einer bereits bewährten Methode bediente - nämlich: er baute eine Reihe von kleinen 
Heiligtümern, wobei jedes von einem zum Taufen befugten Mónch besetzt war. Angeregt zu einem 
solchen Vorgehen wurde Athanasios von den Mönchen in Enaton. Eine ähnliche Methode wählte 
in den Jahren 443 - 446 auch Hypatios im nórdlicheren Bithynien. Im folgenden Jahrhundert wird 
Joannes von Ephesus zu diesem Zweck Mónche in Syrien und Armenien anwerben. Auf diese 
Weise erfafite Alexandrien das ganze Karien, Afrodisias sowie das landliche Hinterland. 

Zu Ende des Kapitels wendet der Autor seine Aufmerksamkeit den Verháltnissen in Berytus 
zu, wo Zacharias von Mytilene, dessen Auskünfte ihm als Quelle dienten, nach Abschluf seiner 
rhetorischen Ausbildung in Alexandrien Rechtswissenschaften studierte. Deshalb sich auch 
Zacharias’ Erkenntnisse über die Verhältnisse unter den Studenten, bzw. unter den Intellektuellen 
überhaupt so wertvoll. Festgestellt wird darin eine breite Praktizierung von Theurgie und Magie, 
also eine Analogie zu der in der Athener neuplatonischen Akademie angewendeten Praxis. Ahn- 
lich war auch das von den Christen gegenüber den Andersglaubigen ausgearbeitete Vorgehen beim 
Konversionsverfahren, welches in zwei Stufen vollzogen wurde. Zuerst erfolgte die Einladung zum 
Besuch der Kirche, darauf folgte die Lektüre von christlichen Autoren, die sich durch Styl und lit- 
erarische Werte hervorgetan haben - also insbesondere der Kappadokischen Vater. 

Den entscheidenden Charakterzug des Studentenlebens sieht Tr. im undifferenzierten 
Saekularismus. Severus empfiehlt dagegen Besuche von verschiedenen Rennbahnen durch 
Abendgebete in Kirchen zu ersetzen. Die Veränderung der Haltung ergänzt eine ausgewählte 
Lektüre der griechischen Vater von Athanasios (1373) bis Kyrillos von Jerusalem (+444). In einge- 
hender Weise schildert jedoch Zacharias auch die Aktivitáten der Nichtchristen, vor allem die 
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zum Opfern eines Sklaven. Alles stiftete eine Gruppe an, an deren Spitze u.a. auch Ioannes Phulon, 
ein ägyptischer Christ, stand. Der gerettete Sklave verrät, daß Phulon zu Hause unter dem Sitz 
eines Stuhles magische Bücher versteckt halt. Die Beschreibung der Bücher entspricht unseren 
Kenntnissen magischer Texte. Auch die persischen Namen von Magen, wie z.B. Ostanes, sind 
geläufig. Interessanter ist jedoch die Auskunft, daß die Untersuchungsbeamten, die Phulon ver- 
hórten, ein Stück Fleisch mitgebracht und ihn aufgefordert haben dieses mit ihnen zu verzehren, da 
doch diejenigen, die den Damonen verfallen sind, kein Fleisch - als unsaubere Speise - wie bere- 
its aus Porphyrios bekannt ist, essen. Die Frage, warum Severus den Genuß von Fleisch (S. 34) 
aufgegeben hat, würde eine tiefere Untersuchung verdienen. 

Zuletzt verfolgt Tr. die Situation in Berytus in den Jahren 365 - 420 auch aus allgemeinerer 
Sicht. Es waren die Jahre, in denen sich an die Seite der Damonenbekenner der stádtische Pobel 
schlug, während die Anhänger des Christentums vom bewaffneten Landvolk unterstützt wurden. 
Diese Auseinandersetzungen werden in der Biographie des Severus dem Einfluß der Dämonen 
zugeschrieben; deshalb bewertet Tr. die Vernichtung von magischen Büchern richtig als einen poli- 
tischen Eingriff, dessen Ziel ist die Polis in Berytus zu retten. Dazu knüpft sich auch die 
Verfolgung von wandernden Magen aus dem Iran und aus Ostsyrien, zu denen wir auch bereits ihre 
Vorgänger - die indischen Gymnosophisten hinzufügen können. Diese stellt übrigens bereits 
Diogenes Laertios auf dasselbe Niveau wie die Magen und Druiden (DL I, 1). 

Zu Ende kommt der Autor zu einigen weiteren Gestalten der christlichen Sophistik zurück und 
macht auf die Wandlungen im Zutritt der Philoponen aufmerksam, die nun die Beweisführung 
anhand von Wundern durch rationelle Argumente ersetzen, welche sie mit Sinn für Ironie und 
flüchtige Einfälle von Jugendlichen darbieten. 

Ein riesiges Erdbeben zerstörte Berytus im Jahre 551 und unterbrach die bisherige Entwick- 
lung, in welcher der Autor in Übereinstimmung mit MacMULLEN bei den Christen eine größere kul- 
turelle Anpassungsfähigkeit und eine vollständigere Organisationsstruktur vorfindet. Ganz zum 
Schluß fügt er noch etliche Anmerkungen zum koptischen Text Laudatio S. Leontii hinzu, welcher 
im Jahre 1966 veröffentlicht wurde (Le Muséon 79), aus denen die Übernahme etlicher alter 
Gebräuche ins Christentum hervorgeht (Darbringung von Opfergaben aufs Grab, hier allerdings 
eines Märtyrers, auch aus Galien bekannt - Akklamationen, welche den heidnischen ähnelten). In 
diesem Zusammenhang begründet er ziemlich überzeugend die Anderung in der Datierung des 
Gesetzes von Justinian aus dem Jahr 529 bereits in die Zeit des Kaisers Zenon. 

Die Darlegungen im weiteren Kapitel (VI, Seiten 52 - 73) knüpfen sich zu der Stadt 
Aphrodisias in Karien. Ihre Situation erläutern Inschriften aus der Zeit vor dem Jahre 529. Damals 
forderte Iustinianus in seinen Gesetzen die Taufung aller Bürger des Reiches in kurzer Zeit. Auch 
in Aphrodisias treffen wir auf Übernahme alter Terminologie, welche von christlicher Symbolik 
begleitet wird, sodaß der Ausdruck megas theos danach nicht mehr die Aphrodite, sondern den 
christlichen Gott bedeutet. Nicht immer ist es jedoch leicht den richtigen Inhalt des Textes der 
Inschrift zu unterscheiden, da die eigentliche Stadt zwar bereits christlich war, das umliegende 
Hinterland bekannte sich jedoch immer noch zum Heidentum (Seite 58). Dem Autor zufolge haben 
sich um die Stärkung des neuen Glaubens die Philoponen verdient gemacht, welche, nachdem sie 
in Alexandrien Bildung erlangt hatten, heimkehrten und die Wandlung im geistigen Klima her- 
beiführten. Die Analyse der Inschriften weist auf die Stärkung des Christentums in den Jahren 450 
- 500 auch dadurch hin, daß nicht auf allen Grabmälern neben Texten auch Kreuze vorkommen, 
was uns ermöglicht Angehörige verschiedener Glaubensbekenntnisse voneinander zu unterschei- 
den. 

Der derzeitige Stand stellt jedoch nicht etwas Endgültiges dar, da es dem Autor zufolge durch 
neue Funde von Inschriften, bzw. durch neu auftretende Tatsachen zu Änderungen kommen kann. 
Von Bedeutung ist insbesonders die Feststellung des Autors, daß jede einzelne archäologische 
Lokalität - sei es Athen oder die Siedlungen in Arabien - ihr eigenes Spezifikum aufweist, dessen 
Verhältnisse anderswohin nicht übertragbar sind. In diesem Sinne erstattet er eine feine Analyse 
von Inschriften der verstorbenen Dekurione. Wir können allerdings die Frage stellen, ob manche 
Verse mit mythologischen Bildern nicht einen bloßen Traditionstext ohne irgendwelchen 
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Ideeninhalt darstellen. So in den Worten, daf der hier bekannte Neuplatoniker Asklepiodotos nach 
dem Tode nicht wie üblich in die Unterwelt, sondern auf den Olymp unter schimmernde Sterne 
gestellt wird, würde ich nicht dem EinfluB des Neuplatonismus zuschreiben, sondern dem tradi- 
tionellen Glauben, der sich hier allerdings auf dem Grabmal eines Neuplatonikers geltend gemacht 
hat (vgl. Epigramm aus Korkyra, Euodos). Diese traditionellen Schablonen würde ich auch bei den 
Ausdrücken herma, makarios u.a. sehen (vgl. S. 63). Nicht einmal die Wendung enthade keitai 
muß immer auf einen christlichen Inhalt hindeuten (cf, IGBulg 1955; die Inschrift beginnt mit dem 
Ausdruck agathe tyche und ist mit einem Medusenhaupt und mit einem Efeublatt geschmückt). 
Erst christliche Symbole bezeugen auch christlichen Inhalt bzw. Angaben über Funktionen in der 
christlichen Gemeinde. 

In den darauf folgenden Darlegungen (Kap. VII, 74 - 133) widmet sich der Autor der kom- 
plizierten Situation in Kleinasien, wo vorchristliche Elemente stellenweise bis ins 10. Jh. über- 
dauerten. Das Ausmaß des unübersichtlichen Territoriums, wo manche Orte in Kilikien nur aus 
dem kappadokischen Inland zuganglich waren, sowie die Ungleichartigkeit der Quellen führten 
den Autor dazu, daß er seine Aufmerksamkeit nur einigen ausgewählten Themen widmete: 1. der 
Christianisierung von Bithynien aufgrund der Hypatios-Legende; 2. der Stadt Hierapolis aufgrund 
der Aberkios-Legende; 3. der Christianisierung von Phrygien; 4. den Territorien um Pessinus in 
Galatia Salutaris; 5. dem Ostanatolien in den Provinzen Kappadokien und Isaurien. 

Aus den schriftlichen Quellen wählt er soiche, weiche für das von ihm verfolgte Ziel von 
Bedeutung sind und er analysiert sie mit tiefen Kenntnissen der Materialien und mit einem feinen 
Gefühl für die gegebene Situation. Als Beispiel kónnen wir wenigstens die Analyse der 
Massenfestivitäten anführen, vor allem den Artemis-Korb in Bithynien, die Versuche um die 
Erneuerung von Olympischen Spielen in Chalkedon im Jahre 431, die Aufnahme von Taufebewer- 
bern (hier interessiert uns besonders die Stelle, wo vom üblen Geruch die Rede ist, den einer der 
Bewerber ausgibt - Ursache war sein Bekleidungsstück, welches der Artemis eingeweiht war, als 
seltenes Gegenteil des Wohlgeruches, welcher in den Legenden bei einem Martyrertod vorkommt 
- S. 87), die Tragweite der Privatisierung von grofien Tempeln durch Konstantin nach der 
Niederlage des Licinius (die Beziehung der Politik beider zu den Christen wird hier nicht behan- 
delt), die positive Beziehung der im Kloster nicht versorgten Mónche zur Produktion und zum 
Verkauf ihrer Produkte auf dem Markt, die Verbreitung verschiedener Formen der Idololatrie u.a. 
Manche vom Autor aufgeworfene Probleme werden sicherlich die Forscher zu neuen Forschungs- 
arbeiten anregen, wie z.B. die Beziehung der kleinasiatischen Bendis zur Mutter der Gótter und zur 
Artemis (Hipponax fr. 127 West). Hier kónnen wir jedoch auf eine seine interessante Beobachtung 
aufmerksam machen, die Tr. dialektische Beziehung zwischen Stadt und Land nennt, die eine 
methodische Anleitung zur Vertiefung weiterer Forschungsarbeiten bietet. Beiseite gelassen haben 
wir hier Bemerkungen über magische Bücher, über christliche Heilpraktiken, welche an alte 
Bestattungsformen und Grabmiler u.a., anknüpfen, was im gewissen Sinne eine Analogie zu den 
bereits früher erwahnten Lokalitaten darstellt. 

Als besonders bedeutendes Kapitel schatzt der Autor jenes, welches die Christianisierung von 
Syrien behandelt (VIII, S. 134 - 204), weil in diesem Land er die archetypale Bedeutung für das 
Begreifen áhnlicher Problematik an anderen Orten findet. Die reichlich vertretenen literarischen 
und epigraphischen Quellen beweisen sprachlichen Bilinguismus (hier das Griechische und das 
Aramáische, in Kleinasien z.B. das Griechische und das stetslebendige Kappadokische) und lassen 
einen tieferen Christianisierungsprozeß in Kleinasien und Syrien erkennen. In Syrien, das Bezie- 
hungen zum Iran und zu den mittelasiatischen türkischen Stämmen unterhält und wohin auch ara- 
bische Hirtenstámme vordringen, weist dieser Prozef) infolge der genannten Tatsachen, kos- 
mopolitische Charakterzüge auf. Aus der arabischen Kultur dringen auch etliche Elemente vor, 
welche der Autor vor allem aufgrund der Tatigkeit von Symeon Stylites dem Alteren verfolgt. 

Es ist ganz natürlich, daß er seine Darlegungen mit der Analyse des umfangreichsten 
Berichterstatters, Libanios, insbesonders seiner Rede 30 zu Theodosios Über die Tempel beginnt, 
deren Inhalt er mit den Angaben in Theodorets Historia Filotheos (Die dem Gott liebe Erzählung 
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diesem Zusammenhang erwáhnt er die Aktivitat des Erzbischofs Markellos von Apameia, aber er 
schließt nicht aus, daß an dem Abreißen von Heiligtümern, welche dieser organisiert hat, auch 
sonst aktive Mónche teilgenommen haben so, wie wir es von ihnen auch aus Kleinasien und 
Agypten wissen. Diese Behauptung wiederholt sich wórtlich im Text (139) sowie in der Anmer- 
kung (S. 139, 29). 

Was Syrien anbelangt, macht Libanios insbesonders auf die Tatsache aufmerksam, daß die 
Kirchenbodenexpropriation unter dem Deckmantel einer Attacke gegen die Kirchen verlief und 
daß sich die Bischöfe dagegen nicht zur Wehr setzten. In den so gefährdeten Kirchen sieht er auch 
eine Gefahr der Erntebedrohung in den Augen des Landvolkes. Diese Situation kónnen wir auch 
als eine allgemeinere Erscheinung beurteilen, für welche wir eine Parallele bereits bei Arnobius für 
Afrika finden (I, 13). 

Tr. analysiert dann sehr anschaulich auch die Tatsache, daß nach der Abreißung der Tempel 
es zu stärkeren Ubertritten zu einem anderen Glauben kommt, während dagegen Furcht vor der 
Verletzung der pax deorum, d.h. vor der Aussóhnung mit den Góttern und vor dem darauf folgen- 
den Rückschlag auf die Landwirtschaft die Gutsbesitzer dazu führt, ihren Páchtern die Übertritte 
zum Christentum zu verwehren (S. 141). 

In den nachfolgenden Darlegungen verfolgt der Autor die Rolle der Mónche vor allem bei der 
Christianisierung des Landes. Seine Auskünfte übernimmt er von Theodoretos, welchen er in 
dieser Hinsicht höher schätzt als Kallinikos, den Autor der Legende über den hl. Hypatios, vor 
allem wegen seiner Auskünfte über die periodeutai, d.h. über die Wanderpriester, die den neuen 
Glauben auch in die entlegensten Orte brachten und die nicht selten als ihren Standplatz solche 
Orte wählten, die den heidnischen Göttern (den Priestern zufolge allerdings den Daimonen) 
eingeweiht waren. An Kallinikos schätzt der Autor auch dessen Erfassung der unterschiedlichen 
Rollen ländlicher Heiligtümer und städtischer Kirchen für die Bevölkerung. Theodoretos vermerkt 
weiter auch Auskünfte über Lokalitäten und über Zeitangaben der dort vorgenommenen 
Opferbringungen. Dieses Bild ergänzt er dann mit weiteren Fragen, z.B. ob die Grenzsteine beim 
Gemeindenamen auch mit einem Kreuz bezeichnet sind oder nicht. (In der Inschrift, welche den hl. 
Tryphon erwähnt, bedeutet der Ausdruck ton karpoforunton nicht das Herbeibringen der ersten 
Früchte, sondern er bezieht sich auf das Land und die Baume als Ganzes - S. 147, vgl. 113). 

Dort, wo es die Unterlagen zulassen, macht der Autor von der Onomastik der Bestattungs- 
inschriften Gebrauch, in denen gemeinsame griechische, semitische und nicht selten auch lateini- 
sche Namen vorzufinden sind. Fortschritte bei der Christianisierung verfolgt der Autor durch eine 
Analyse der Wirkung ausgewahlter Heiliger. Bedeutend ist auch die Analyse der Christianisierung 
der Araber, bei denen der Glaubenswandel zugleich von einem Wandel ihrer Lebensweise - vom 
Übergang vom Hirtenleben zu Handwerken - begleitet wurde. 

Um diesen Wandel der Lebensweise der Araber eingehender erlautern zu kónnen, findet der 
Autor als notwendig den arabischen Polytheismus im Lichte der Inschriften der safaitischen 
Stämme darzulegen. Vom zahlenmäßig reichlich besetzten Pantheon wandten sich die Bittsteller 
im Bedarfsfall nur an die Góttin Allat. In diesen Inschriften kommen z.B. Bitten folgender Art zum 
Ausdruck: um Abwendung von Hunger, um Schutz des Geschlechtes und der Sippe, um Frieden 
oder man spricht darin auch über die Grabsteinhinlegung aufs Grab eines Verwandten. Tr. unter- 
sucht gründlich die Persönlichkeit von Symeon Styliten des Älteren, welcher arabischer Abstam- 
mung war, und macht auf die unterschiedlichen Blickpunkte aufmerksam, wie sie sich aus der 
syrischen Biographie und aus dem gräzisierten Bild, wie ihn Theodoretos in der Historia Filotheos 
vorstellt, ergeben (S. 184 - 204). In der syrischen Quelle findet er arabische Elemente vor, z.B. in 
dem Symeon als Gottesdiener d.h. Gottessklave bezeichnet wird, (vgl. dulos Theu, rab božij in der 
Orthodoxie), was die Übersetzung des arabischen Abd-ullah darstellt; im Arabischen handelte es 
sich um einen theophorischen Namen. Aus dem semitischen Milieu leitet er dann etliche weitere 
Formulationen ab, vor allem solche, welche religiöses Grauen bezeichnen oder apotropaische 
Mittel gegen Dämone darstellen (S. 199). Im abschließenden Teil verfolgt der Autor die 
Verbreitung der Kenntnisse über Symeon auch jenseits der Reichsgrenze, besonders über dessen 
wunderbringende Hilfe, vor allem in denjenigen Fällen, in denen bei den Bittstellern die Magie ver- 
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sagte, an deren Stelle Symeon von der Taufe Gebrauch machte; darauf folgte dann weitere Hilfe. 
Es handelte sich also um ein gewissen Zweistufenverfahren, das wir auch anderswo bereits ken- 
nengelernt haben. Der Autor erwähnt weiter auch den vom Mönch Makedonios praktizierten 
Exorzismus und das Vordringen des Mazdaismus nach Syrien sowie sein Treffen mit dem 
Christentum. Syrien entwickelte sich so zu einem Ort, wo die verschiedensten Völkerschaften mit 
den verschiedensten Weltansichten zusammentrafen. Aufgrund legendärer Erzählungen ist es hier 
dem Autor gelungen, die halbmythologische Welt in die Realität umzusetzen und auf wenig bekan- 
nte Einzelheiten hinzuweisen, wozu allerdings künftige Forschungen noch manches hinzufügen 
werden. 

Ein weiteres Gebiet, dem der Autor sein Interesse zuwendet, ist das Niltal von Kanopos bis 
Philai CIX, S. 205 - 240). Aufgrund ähnlicher Quellen, also aufgrund christlicher Legenden, vor 
allem des Lebens von Schenute von Atripa von Bessos, aber auch aufgrund des uns bereits bekan- 
nten, von Zacharias abgefaßten Lebens des Severus, verfolgt der Autor das Vordringen des 
Christentums und die weitere Entwicklung der von ihm allmählich zurückgedrängten alten Reli- 
gion. Umfangreiche, aber besonders aus geographischer Sicht schwer einzureihende Unterlagen 
gestatten - was Agypten angeht - leider keinen so eingehenden Einblick, wie es in Syrien war - 
allerdings mit Ausnahme der Situation in Philai, das vor allem von E. BERNAND in Zusammenhang 
mit dem Bau der Assuan-Talsperre gründlich bearbeitet wurde. Seine Inschriftensammlung hat Tr. 
erfolgreich ausgewertet bei der Ausarbeitung eines übersichtlichen Bildes vom Ende des Isis- 
Tempels, keineswegs jedoch des Kultes, welcher bis Justinian d.h. bis 557 in einem gewissen 
Zusammenleben mit dem Christentum überdauert. Aufgrund der örtlichen datierten Inschriften 
erinnert Tr. daran, daß die Völker Blemmyes und Nobadae hier das Dankgastmahl nach der siegre- 
ichen Vertreibung der Barbaren von Agyptens Prafekten Florus (Inschrift aus den Jahren 456/457) 
gefeiert haben. Die nicht immer leicht zu erklärenden Inschriften interpretiert Tr. in treffender 
Weise; führen wir hier wenigstens seine gefühlsame Unterscheidung der Amter aus Talmis, der 
Stadt der Blemmyer, (S. 234): demoklinarchos - „president of the people's dining association"; 
protoklinarchos - „president of the sacred dining association“ an. Die Schilderung der Verhältnisse 
in Philai, deren Position in mancherlei Hinsicht von der Unterstützung des Kultes von den 
Blemmyern sowie von anderen Einheimischen, u.z. auch im ökonomischen Bereich (S. 235) 
abhangig war, übertrifft so eine áltere Darstellung von U. WILCKEN, derzufolge die Priester nach 
Zerstórung des Tempels durch die Philoponoi aus Alexandrien gemeinsam mit den Blemmyern 
auch das Heiligtum verlassen haben, und wirft so einen neuen Blick auf die Anwesenheit der bei- 
den genannten Völker in dieser Lokalität. Mit ihrer Christianisierung befaßt sich jedoch der Autor 
nicht mehr, da die Inschrift, in welcher Silko, basiliskos Noubadon kai holon ton Aithiopon, erwah- 
nt wird, erst in die Regierungsepoche des Kaisers Justinian fallt. Silko war nach seinem Sieg über 
die Blemmyer nach Talmis und Taphis gekommen und schloß hier mit ihnen Frieden, auf welchen 
er ta eidola auton vereidigen ließ. Silko wird diesem Text zufolge bereits seit jeher als Christ betra- 
chtet (Ditt. OGI I, 201 - R. HELBING, Auswahl aus d.gr. Inschrift., 1915, Nr. 10). 

Als Appendix (IV, S. 241 - 246) zu der vorhergehenden Darlegung bearbeitete der Autor das 
Überleben von Opferbringungen im 4. Jh. in Oxynrhynchos - u.z. aufgrund der Erkenntnisse über 
die überdauernde Tempeltátigkeit bis ins 4. Jh. (der Augustus-Tempel ist noch im Jahre 363 tatig 
- P. Oxy. 1116 - Tr. 244, 14). Besonders verfolgt er jedoch die Prophezeiungsaktivität der Götter 
Bessos und Serapis, da die Fragen, welche ihnen die Bittsteller um Prophezeiungen stellten, auch 
in den Formulationen christlicher Bitten um Gehór bei Gott ihren Rückschlag fanden. 

In den letzten zwei Kapiteln kehrt der Autor auf die asiatische Seite zurück. Antiochene und 
Apamene sind im Kapitel X, 247 - 312 mit dem Appendix V - The ,,One God" Inscriptions bear- 
beitet, deren Problematik allerdings bereits mehrmals in den vorangegangenen Darstellungen zum 
Vorschein trat. Bostrene, Djebel Hauran und Ledja befinden sich im Kapitel XI, S. 316 - 374 und 
werden mit dem Appendix VI, S. 375 - 376 (The God of Aumos at Deir El-Leben) und mit dem 
Appendix VII, welcher den Wandel des Tempels und die Kultenüberreste zu Anfang des 6. Jh. 
behandelt, ergänzt. 

Was diese Länder betrifft, deren einzelne Orte nur in rar auftretenden Inschriften dokumentiert 


sind, empfiehlt der Autor, sich vorerst mit den einzelnen Lokalitáten zu befassen und erst nachher 
zur Ausarbeitung eines Gesamtbildes heranzutreten. Hier, mehr als in anderen Kapiteln, entbehren 
wir einfache Situationslandkarten, die uns mit der Situation bekanntmachen würden. Als ich solche 
suchte und die Landkarten in MILLERs Buch besichtigte, konnte ich mit Genugtuung feststellen, 
daß nicht nur meine Muttersprache Schwierigkeiten mit der Transkription hat, sondern daß es sich 
um eine weitgehendere Erscheinung handelt (vgl. Djebel Sheikh Berekat - Mi: Jebel S. Berekat. - 
Tr.; Umm el-Jimal - Mi: al-Jimal - Tr. usw.). 

Analysen von erhalten gebliebenen Denkmälern bei Berücksichtigung der Landschafts- 
charakteristik führen Tr. zur Schlußfolgerung, daß hier mehr als anderswo Wandermónche - peri- 
odeutai eine größere Rolle spielten. Aus anderen Erkenntnissen können wir hinzufügen, daß Tr. die 
Ansicht nicht teilt, das Christentum habe ein steigendes Wirtschaftswachstum zur Folge gehabt. 
Anhand einer Inschrift aus dem Jahre 224 belegt er, daf bereits Gelder aus álteren 
Tempeleinkommen die Produktion von Olivenól fórderten (S. 259). 

Einige Bemerkungen zu den Inschriften: Die Bezeichnung am kryptochristlichen Grabmal ist 
nicht long-lived, sondern ewig lebendig (S. 287). Die Auslegung des Namens Abedrapsas wird hier 
zweimal wiedergegeben, immer in einer ein wenig abgeänderter Form (S. 289, 290), Chi-Mu- 
Gamma (S. 286) ist erst auf der Seite 296 erláutert. Bei einer Reihe von Inschriften ist nicht ange- 
führt, daß es sich um Zitate oder Reminiszenzen aus dem Neuen Testamentes handelt: 290 Frikya 
7 Act. 28, 31; 292 Lord of Powers 7 Luc 5, 17; 19, 37; Rom 10, 12; 293 One Lord, one faith, one 
baptism = Eph 4, 5; faith, hope,charity = Kor 1 : 13, 13; 300 Christ — Herakles If God be on our 
side... = Rom 8, 31. Durch diese Konstatierung ändert sich ein wenig die Behauptung (S. 312), daß 
es sich um „rural literacy" handelt und daß „the expressions of piety found in the inscriptions were 
not simply formulaic statements imposed on the householders by an agressive clergy: auch wenn 
wir das Wort „agressive“ hier auslassen können, war die Hilfe der Priester beim Aussuchen von 
passenden Zitaten sicher unentbehrlich. Die Inschriften für Bostra sind durch die Errichtung der 
Provinz Arabia im Jahre 105 datiert, sie sollten jedoch noch überprüft werden. Die Άτα der Stadt 
Bostra beginnt nämlich erst am 22. 3. 106, deshalb ist das Jahr 239 nicht 344 n.Ch. sondern 345 
(S. 318 und anderswo). 

Von den geringfügigen Bemerkungen zu diesen vielleicht am gründlichsten bearbeiteten 
Kapiteln móchte ich noch folgendes hinzufügen: Xenophanes' Definition eines Gottes verglich mit 
dem Gott Israels bereits G. THOMSON, Studies in Ancient Society, II: The First Philosophers, Кар. 
XIV, 4, London 1955. 

Im Epilog (S. 380 - 386) faßt der Autor seine Erkenntnisse, die Hauptcharakterzüge der 
Christianisierung sowie auch einige nicht genügend berücksichtigte Probleme zusammen. 

Das Werk begleitet eine reichhaltige und genaue Bibliographie sowie ein eingehender Index, 
bei welchem ich die kurzgefaßten Auskünfte bei den angeführten Orten hervorheben möchte (z.B. 
Alahan [Isauria] oder Aeneas, Bischof von Gaza; Aeneas of Gaza, epistolographer and philoso- 
pher), was einem nicht völlig eingeweihten Leser schnelle Orientierung ermöglicht. Dieses erst- 
klassige Werk von Frank T. TROMBLEY verdient die volle Aufmerksamkeit nicht nur der Historiker 
und Philologen, die sich mit der Spätantike befaßen, sondern auch der Interessenten für weitere 
Fachbereiche (Byzantinisten, Theologen, Religionshistoriker), u.z. nicht nur wegen der gründ- 
lichen Quellenbearbeitung, sondern auch wegen der angewandten Bearbeitungsmethoden. 


Radislav Hošek (Brno) 
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Vox Patrum ΧΗ-ΧΙΝ (1993-1995), nr. 24-29: Antyk chrześcijański. Kapłaństwo w sta- 
rozytnosci chrześcijańskiej (Antique chrétien. La prêtrise dans ľ antiquité chrétienne) 


Lublin: Redakcja Wydawnictw KUL 1996, pp. 743 


Les interéts qu'on porte en Pologne sur les recherches scientifiques concernant les Ρότες de l'Eglise 
se sont intensifiées dans les débuts du XIX* siécle grace aux travaux de tels philologues classiques 
comme: Leon STERNBACH, Tadeusz SINKO, Jan SAJDAK, Stanislaw SKIMINA et Gustaw PRZYCHOCKI. 
Leurs recherches des manuscrits dans des bibliothéques européennes ont donné jour à un grand 
nombre d'études et de traductions des oeuvres de Basile le Grand, de Grégoire de Nazianze, de 
Grégoire de Nysse et de Jean Chrysostome (sur ce sujet cf. W. CERAN - Halina EVERT-KAPPESOWA, 
Les études byzantines en Pologne, Byzantion XLIV (1974), fasc. 2, 530-535). Aprés la deuxiéme 
guerre mondiale ils n'eurent pas d'imitateurs et les études patrologiques et patristiques, pendant un 
long délai de temps, ne purent se vanter de résultats sérieux. La publication en 1965 de la consti- 
tution Dei Verbum proclamée par Vaticanum II apportera une large répercussion en Pologne. La 
patristique et la patrologie entrérent, par la suite, dans des facultés théologiques, dans des sémi- 
naires ecclésiastiques et dans des recherches scientifiques. Le développement de ces dernières 
facilitait surtout, établis en ce temps-là, deux postes scientifiques: La Chaire de Patrologie à 
L'Académie de la Théologie Catholique à Varsovie (sous la direction du professeur Marian 
MICHALSKI) et l’Institut Interfacultatif de Recherches sur I’ Antiquité Chrétienne créé à l’Université 
Catholique de Lublin sur l'initiative des professeurs Jan Maria SZYMUsIAK et Leokadia MALUNOW- 
ICZ. Cet Institut développa une large activité, surtout aprés 1994, aprés avoir groupé tout autour 
plus de 120 savants — ecclésiastiques et laiques — provenant de différentes universités et de grandes 
écoles de Pologne avec la participation de la plupart des byzantinistes polonais. Il a pour but de 
conduire des recherches scientifiques dans le domaine de l'antiquité chrétienne (jusqu'au УШ siè- 
cle), d'organiser des congrés et des conférences scientifiques et de préparer des publications pour 
les émettre. L'Institut publie, depuis 1981, la revue Vox Patrum habilement dirigée, depuis le début 
jusqu’ aujourd'hui, par le professeur Stanislaw LoNGOSZ. Cette revue représente un très haut niveau 
scientifique, mais malheureusement, comme elle n'est publiée qu'en langue polonaise et malgré 
des résumés en langues étrangéres, elle est presque absente dans les publications mondiales. Et 
méme, dans la bibliographie patristique insérée dans l'ouvrage de G. Bosio - E. DAL CovoLo - M. 
MARITANO, Introduzione ai Padri della Chiesa, Torino 1990, t. 1, pp. XIII-XXXI, on n'en fait pas 
mention. Comme elle consacre relativement beaucoup de place aux Péres de l'Eglise jusqu'au 
VII siècle, је considère comme opportun une présentation de cette revue à un cercle plus large de 
byzantinistes. 

Certains volumes de Vox Patrum restent consacrés à un sujet conducteur. Prenons celui de 
1985 (nr 8-9) qui porte le titre: Le mariage et la famille dans l'antiquité chrétienne, celui de 1990 
(nr 16): L'enseignement de la patrologie, celui de 1990 (nr 17): Le diaconat dans l'Eglise de l'an- 
tiquité, celui de 1990 (nr 18): La catéchése patristique. L'hérédité chrétienne byzantino-slave. Le 
volume recensé est consacré à la Prétrise dans l'antiquité chrétienne. Son contenu est divisé, tout 
comme les précédents, en cinq parties: 1) documents contenants des énoncés des autorités ecclési- 
astiques sur des sujets liés aux Péres de l'Eglise, 2) articles, 3) traductions, 4) comptes-rendus, 5) 
informations scientifiques. 

Dans la partie Documents on peut lire: Le discours du Saint Père Jean-Paul II aux employés 
de l'Institut „Sources Chrétiennes" (p. 7-9); Les Peres de l'Eglise dans notre culture. (La lettre 
pastorale de l'Episcopat de France) (р. 10-15); l énoncé de Boris BOBRINSKOJ - doyen de l'Institut 
Théologique Saint Serge à Paris — intitulé: Le renouveau actuel de la patristique dans l'Eglise 
orthodoxe (p. 16-22); Une déclaration christologique commune de l'Eglise Catholique et de 
l'Eglise Assyrienne de l'Orient (p. 23-25); Le discours du Saint Pére Jean-Paul II à la délégation 
de l'Eglise Assyrienne de l'Orient (p. 26-28). 

Les trois premiers articles de Remigiusz PoPowsk1, Henryk Kowarski et Henryk WÓJTOWICZ, 
nous présentent le róle du prétre joué en Gréce et dans Rome antique, en quoi se résumait le fond 


de la prétrise, quelle était l'éthymologie de leurs noms et quelles exigences leur étaient demandées. 
Le tout, pour nous donner une image pleine du développement de la prétrise. Ils nous permettent 
de mieux discerner les différences entre la prétrise paienne et la prétrise chrétienne. Quelques arti- 
cles suivants nous présentent la prêtrise aux Пе-Ше siècles. Cependant, comme ils n'ont pas, tout 
comme d'autres d'ailleurs, une relation directe avec la byzantinologie, je les laisserai de cóté. Emil 
STANULA nous donne un coup d'oeil sur la littérature patristique (p. 49-58). 11 nous présente des 
traités, des lettres et des énoncés des Péres de l'Eglise concernant la prétrise en prenant en consid- 
ération les écrits, entre autres, de Basile le Grand, de Grégoire de Nazianze, de Grégoire de Nysse, 
de Jean Chrysostome, de Théodore de Mopsueste, d'Epiphane de Salamine, de Cyrille 
d'Alexandrie, de Théodoret de Cyr et de Maxime le Confesseur. 

Wojciech ΚΑΝΙΑ, le doyen des patrologues polonais, dans l'article: La dignité et la grandeur 
de la prétrise chrétienne d’apres Saint Jean Chrysostome (р. 121-129), souligne que, pour Jean 
Chrysostome, cette grandeur se lie avec l’eucharistie, l'autorité du pardon des péchés et avec la 
paternité de l'esprit. Le prétre devrait se distinguer par une vie pleine de sainteté, par une posses- 
sion d'un savoir convenable et par une sagesse sur la vie. À cóté des mots de Dieu à précher il 
devrait consacrer une grande attention au travail utile pour le milieu social. Jean de Damas, comme 
l'a démontré Marek RACZKIEWICZ (Le prétre dans les écrits de Jean de Damas, p. 209-216), fut du 
méme avis. La dignité du prétre repose sur le fait qu'il est un représentant de Christ — lequel en tant 
que grand prétre l'unit et la conduit à Dieu. Le prétre en étant l'icóne de Christ devait bien con- 
пайге la vérité de Dieu, précher l'évangile, transmettre la tradition, prendre soin pour que les 
fidéles par l'aumóne et la charité puissent renforcer la foi. Le prétre devrait se caractériser par une 
sainteté personelle, obtenue à l'aide de la prière et de l’ascèse, son autorité devrait se lier à l'amour 
du prochain. 

Comme il en résulte des écrits de Césaré d' Arles, d' Isidore de Séville et d'autres (p. 178, 289), 
aux IVE-VIE siècles les ecclésiastiques occidentaux étaient dans l'ensamble des personnes peu 
instruites ayant des problémes avec l'explication de la doctrine chrétienne, d'autant plus que parmi 
eux on rencontrait méme des illetrés. La chose était tout autre à l'Est οἳ, comme l'a montré 
Wincenty Myszor (Les préparatifs à la prétrise dans l'Eglise de l'Orient, p. 262-265), les ecclési- 
astiques représentaient un niveau intellectuel assez élevé. L'Eglise dans ce temps-là n'avait pas, 
certes, élaboré des formes institutionelles de préparation à la prétrise, mais, comme il résulte des 
écrits de Basile le Grand, il existait une tradition dans la sélection des candidats à la prétrise. Bien 
que les écoles chrétiennes d' Alexandrie, d' Antioche, de Nisibis et d' Edesse, représentant un niveau 
d'études théologiques élévé, n'aient préparé directement à la prétrise, un grand nombre d'entre eux 
passérent par ces écoles. Ils s'instruisaient aussi dans des agglomérations monastiques, mais 
surtout dans des écoles laiques. 

La situation est pire dans ce domaine s'il s'agit des évéques de campagne (chorepiskopoi). 
Basile le Grand, qui disposait 50 d'entre eux, se plaignait de l’insuffisance de leur instruction. Un 
certain nombre de remarques au sujet de l'élection et de la compétence de ces évéques (une 
derniére mention à leur sujet a été transmise par le concile de Nicée II (787)), ont été faites par 
Witold JEMIELITY (Le clergé de campagne dans l'Eglise de l'antiquité, p. 227-232). 

Une ébauche générale sur l'attitude du monachisme envers la prétrise a été donné par Bazyli 
DeGorskI (La prêtrise dans le monachisme antique, р. 233-245) en retenant l'attention surtout sur 
l'inclusion des moines au travail auprés du chargé diocésain, sur ceux des ecclésiastiques qui ont 
choisi la vie monacale, et enfin, sur ceux des moines qui ont été ordonnés pour entreprendre le ser- 
vice pastoral parmi les confréres. 

Antoni ΜΕΟΤΕΚ, La prétrise des fidéles dans l'enseignement des Péres de l'Eglise (p. 247- 
260), souligne que depuis les temps de Constantin le Grand le processus de cléricalisme de la vie 
ecclésiastique s'accentuait, ce qui s'était exprimé par une réservation graduée des fonctions 
liturgiques seulement aux ecclésiastiques, par un enseignement de rigeur et une place séparée dans 
le temple. Néanmoins, la prétrise des fidéles trouvait encore une répercussion dans l'enseignement 
des Péres de l'Eglise, qui faisaient remarquer la présence des laics dans le baptéme, dans la 
coopération pendant l'offre de l'eucharistie (jusqu'au synode de Trullo, 687), dans l'aide dans l’ad- 
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ministration de l'église, dans la participation à l'élection de l'évéque et dans l'action missionaire 
de l'Eglise. Ils soulignaient aussi que la prêtrise des fidèles s'exprime également dans une vie 
pleine de sainteté des laics et dans leurs actions philanthropiques. 

Et si à l'Ouest le célibat des ecclésiastiques était formé (pas toujours observé) jusqu'au УГ 


‚ siécle, à l'Orient ce probléme fut finalement résolu par le synode de Trullo en 692. Le dévelope- 


ment historique est présenté par Stanis’aw LoNGOSZ dans l'article: La motivation patristique de 
célibat de la prétrise (p. 285-311). L'auteur cite et commente les énoncés des Péres de l'Eglise 
(d'Eusébe de Césarée, de Cyrille de Jérusalem, d'Epiphane de Salamine et de Jean Chrysostome) 
au sujet de l'introduction et du maintien du célibat (ils puisaient leurs arguments de l'évangile et 
des lettres de Saint Paul). 

La position grandissante du clergé dans l'Eglise et I’ État peut-être confirmée par des priv- 
iléges en bien, en impóts, dans le domaine des prestations publiques et juridiques leur conférées 
par les empereurs depuis Constantin le Grand. Józef GRZYWACZEWSKI les a passés en revue en s'ap- 
puyant sur le Code de Théodose et le Code de Justinien dans l'article: Les privilèges des ecclési- 
astiques dans les premiers temps de la chrétienté (p. 217-225). 

Les écrits contre le syneisaktisme (р. 337-365) — est un article signé par Stanislaw LoNGOSZ. 
Les syneisaktes étaient des vierges consacrées à Dieu, vivant en commun avec des ascétes (des 
moines) ou des ecclésiastiques dans un ménage spirituel (matrimonium spirituale). À Antioche on 
leur a donné le nom de γυναῖκες συνείσακτοι, accepté par le concile de Nicée (325) tout comme 
par beaucoup des Péres de l'Eglise (en latin on les nommait virgines subintroductae). L'auteur 
souligne que le syneisaktisme fut au début une forme louable de l'ascétisme chrétien, dans Jequel 
l'amour conjugal devait étre remplacé par un amour pur de deux personnes vivant dans la chasteté, 
maitrisant leurs instincts, s'entraidant dans le dessein d'atteindre la perfection. Cela ressemblait à 
un martyre dans l'endurcissement de la volonté et c'était une lutte avec son propre corps. Et c'est 
pour ca qu'au début, on les traitait avec une grande révérence. Avec le temps, le syneisaktisme est 
cependant tombé en dégénération, quand des femmes riches aprés avoir fait un voeu de virginité 
choisissaient un ecclésiastique ou un moine en qualité de protecteur et administrateur de leurs biens 
ou, quand des ecclésiastiques employaient dans leurs domiciles des vierges comme ménageres et 
aides de ménage. Dés lors, l'Eglise a commencé à blamer le syneisaktisme pour en arriver à une 
critique d'une extrème intensité aux IVe-Ve siècles quand se sont élevés contre lui, entre autres, 
Ephrem, Basile de Grand, Grégoire de Nazianze, Grégoire de Nysse, Jean Chrysostome, Eusébe 
d'Emése et Epiphane de Salamine. Il fut condamné par les synodes du IVE au VII? siècles et aussi 
par des prescriptions juridiques renfermées dans le Code de Justinien. Cet article, si ample et si bien 
documenté en sources, prenant en considération une énorme littérature du sujet, est le premier 
ouvrage en langue polonaise sur ce théme. Il fut concu en qualité d'avant-propos à celles des oeu- 
vres des Péres de l'Eglise traduites en langue polonaise dans lesquelles ils condamnaient le 
syneisaktisme. Deux d'entre eux ont été publiés dans ce numéro, les autres se trouveront dans les 
numéros suivants de Vox Patrum. Le premier d'entre eux est le célébre traité de Jean Chrysostome, 
Contra eos qui subintroductas habent virgines. ЇЇ a été traduit en langue polonaise et pourvu d'un 
commentaire par Robert SAWA (du texte: Jean DUMORTIER, Saint Jean Chrysostome, Les cohabita- 
tions suspectes. Comment observer la virginité, Paris: Belles Lettres 1955, p. 45-94); dans l’avant- 
propos Stanissaw LoNGOSZ a cité les discussions au sujet de l'origine de ce traité (lui-méme se 
peneche vers l'opinion de ceux qui admettent que Jean Chrysostome l'écrivit dans une premiere 
version lors de son diaconat dans les années 382-383, mais plus tard, déjà comme évéque de 
Constantinople, il l'a remaié et édité en un livret à part). Zbigniew WÖJTOWICZ a traduit du texte 
de MIGNE (PL t. 30, col. 288-292) le deuxième texte: Pseudo-Hieronymus, Ad Oceanum de vita 
clericorum en le pourvoyant d'un avant-propos et d'un commentaire. 

La quatrième partie de Vox Patrum contient des comptes-rendus. 

La cinquiéme, qui donne des informations, se compose de plusieurs parties. En accord avec 
le sujet de ce volume il contient une bibliograpghie au sujet de: La prétrise dans l'antiquité chré- 
tienne, dressée par Stanisław LoNGOSZ (p. 449-555), avec l'omission de probléme du diaconat, car 
il a été pris en considération dans une bibliographie insérée dans le numéro 17 de Vox Patrum. 


Renata WIERNA a dressé la liste des travaux de diplomes écrits à l'Université Catholique de Lublin 
(1945-1995) du domaine de l'antiquité chrétienne (p. 557-578), tandis que Stanislaw LoNGOSZ a 
dressé une liste des travaux de diplomes sur l'antiquité chrétienne terminés dans certains centres 
scientifiques polonais pour les années 1993-1995 (p. 579-589). Stanisław LoNGosz et Józef 
NAUMOWICZ ont fait un rapprochement de: La bibliographie polonaise de l'antiquité chrétienne, 
1993-1995 (p. 591-637). Ces bibliographies nous imagent l'état des recherches sur le probléme de 
la prétrise au niveau de la science mondiale. Par contre, les listes témoignent de l'expansivité dans 
les recherches sur l'antiquité chrétienne, surtout sur la période patristique, ces derniéres années en 
Pologne. Dans la partie informateur on publie des rapports détaillés sur les congrés, les sympo- 
siums, les conférences, les colloques des patrologues, des théologiens, des philologues, des histo- 
riens et des archéologues — tenus en Pologne et dans le monde. Elle présente aussi différentes infor- 
mations scientifiques. 

Gráce au fait que Vox Patrum, et groupant autour de soi un imposant cercle de savants, est en 
état de publier des volumes consacrés à un seul probléme, certains d'entre eux deviennent des 
monographies sui generis. Ce périodique donne, d'une facon remarquable, des informations sur les 
lignes de recherches et sur les succés des études patrologiques et patristiques polonaises et mondi- 
ales, qui constitutent, dans une large mesure aussi, le domaine des interéts des byzantinistes. 


Waldemar Ceran (Łódż) 


Holy Women of Byzantium: Ten Saints’ Lives in English Translation 
Edited by Alice-Mary TALBOT 


(= Byzantine Saints’ Lives in Translation, 1) Washington, D. C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library 
and Collection 1996, xxvii + 352 pp. 


There is a growing need for translations of Byzantine texts. This is a consequence of the fact, 
deplorable, perhaps, but undeniable, that sufficient knowledge of Greek is constantly becoming 
less common among Byzantinists. The present volume happily inaugurates a series aimed at 
answering this need, as far as hagiography is concerned, by means of English translations of a rep- 
resentative selection of saints’ Lives. 

The book contains translations of ten texts on female saints, covering a period from the 
5th/6th c. up to the latter half of the 13th c. From the early period we have the Lives of the trans- 
vestite nuns St Mary/Marinos and St Matrona of Perge, the latter of considerable historical inter- 
est, as well as the purely legendary and enormously popular Life of St Mary of Egypt. The middle 
period is represented by the Lives of Sts Theoktiste of Lesbos, Elizabeth the Wonderworker, 
Athanasia of Aegina, Theodora of Thessalonike, Mary the Younger (of Vizye in Thrace) and 
Thomais of Lesbos. From the late period there is only the short and curious vita of the "Empress" 
Theodora of Arta (died in the 1270s). The texts are arranged according to the type of saint repre- 
sented: nuns disguised as monks; female solitaries; cenobitic nuns; pious housewives; saintly 
empress. 

Ten different scholars are responsible for the translations, the more or less concise but often 
important introductions, and explanatary notes that are sometimes quite extensive. As the editor 
remarks (p. xv f.), no attempt has been made to standardize their work. Rather, the varying tastes 
of the translators are reflected in the stylistic outlook of the work of each. This is fully acceptable, 
perhaps even desirable, since it gives the reader some feeling of the stylistic variety that charac- 
terizes the texts themselves. In one case some coordination should have been applied: I mean the 
Life of Theoktiste of Lesbos, in which the large number of passages borrowed from the Life of 
Mary of Egypt (marked as such by means of italics and specified in the footnotes) should have been 
adapted as far as possible to the translation of the latter vita that immediately procedes the Life of 
Theoktiste in the book. 
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As for stylistic matters, J. FEATHERSTONE's translation of the Life of Matrona of Perge (to 
which C. MANGO has contributed the introduction and the notes) seems to differ decidedly from all 
the rest. It has a strong archaic flavour that is obviously the result of the translator's ambition of 
keeping as closely as possible to the wording and the syntactic structure of the Greek original. The 
result is a remarkably exact translation in which even slight details are faithfully reproduced. To 
judge from this example - in which errors are virtually absent -, a translator may add considerable 
safety to his work by applying such a method, although it may cause occasional difficulties to the 
reader. 

The texts from the middle period take up most of the space, and to my mind also the most 
interesting pieces belong to this category. From a historical point of view the most exciting Life - 
and also the longest of the present texts and indeed of all lives of Byzantine holy women -, is that 
of Theodora of Thessalonike, a fact that is fully borne out by the introduction and the notes by Α.- 
M. TALBOT. Theodora is a characteristic example of a kind of holiness based on private initiative 
and relying on private resources that seems peculiar to this period. In her case it is established in 
direct competition with local church authorities, and her vita lets us follow the steps of this proce- 
dure with a varying degree of explicitness. More fascinating as a literary document is the Life of 
Mary the Younger of Vizye, a married woman whose saintly status was somewhat dubious, even 
to the author of her vita. With a number of intriguing observations in her introduction, Α. LAIOU 
makes full justice to this text, the extant version of which she dates, with good reason, to "consid- 
erable after” 1025 (р. 245), although Mary died с. 903. LAIOU notes, for example, the traces of 
humour and irony which, although moving under the surface of the text, are often clearly visible 
(it may be questioned, however, whether a sense of humour is evident in the phrase τὴν 
Κωνσταντίνου ... μετὰ τῆς νόσου κατέλαβεν, as stated on p. 246; it could at least be compared 
with expressions such as πενίᾳ συνέζησεν which occurs here and rather often, without any humou- 
rous connotations). LAIOU further notes the theatrical character of the way in which the plot is 
developed, | and the striking insistence on the significance of same-sex relations and the ambiguous 
language with which such relations are described. All this, LAIOU convincingly argues, adds to the 
impression that the mentality reflected is of the 11th rather than the early 10th c. 

In general the translations are accurate, often they are excellent. However, my spot tests indi- 
cate that a more thorough check would have been desirable in the cases of the Lives of Athanasia 
of Aegina and, especially, Thomais of Lesbos. The following observations may be noted. 

Life of Athanasia of Aegina, 142: ὠφέλεια is "edification" rather than the vague "benefit" 
(also р. 147, third para.). — ζημιώσῃ, “cause a loss to” rather than the less exact "harm". — 
ἐχρημάτισε is simply "became" rather than “earned her designation as”. 143, first line: ἐκ τούτου, 
certainly not “by this <light>”, but rather “as a consequence of this", “because of this" (as in the 
third para. of the same page). — Third para: καθ ἑαυτήν, not “within herself" but “alone”. 145: 
The punctuation of the second sentence of ch. 4 follows that of HALKIN's ed., i.e. with full stop 
before "Considering herself unworthy...". But this participial clause belongs to the preceding sen- 
tence, and the full stop should be after"... mother superior)" (thus rightly in CARRAS' ed., 214, 
10 - 12). 146, first line: “and this «former garment» was the unseen one and was covering her 
sacred body" is an impossible translation of αὐτό τε τὸ ἀγνοούμενον καὶ τὸ ієрду αὐτῆς 
ἐπικαλύπτον σωμάτιον. The part. ἐπικαλύπτον (unlike ἀγνοούμενον) must refer to the preceding 
ῥάκκος, and the whole phrase seems to mean "covering the very unknown part of her and her 
sacred body". The repetition of the article makes it difficult to understand ἀγνοούμενον and ἱερὸν 
as co-ordinated qualifications of σωμάτιον. 149, third para., middle: not “produced one so illustri- 


ous..." but “made him so...". — Next sentence: “rendered... so illustrious that if you imitate...” is 
misleading; put full stop after “... illustrious" [phrase repeating the same expression in the preced- 
ing question] and delete “that”. — Fourth para., second line: πάνυ ... ἀλγῶν, not “was seriously 


! A similar observation was made by L. RYDEN in 1986: Byzantine Hagiography in the Ninth and 
Tenth Centuries: Literary Aspects, in: Kungl. Humanistiska Vetenskaps-Samfundet i Uppsala Ars- 
188 bok 1986, p. 77: “the Vita proper is a drama, consistent and psychologically convincing," etc. 


diseased” but “had serious pains". 150: note 54 should be deleted; the alternative rendering given 
there is virtually impossible. 152, first para: ἐν εἰρήνῃ (... ἐκοιμήθη) is not “in «eternal» peace”, 
but simply “peacefully”. 155, second para.: a child who had a demon in his hand “... would see a 
black sparrow coming...”. But in the Greekt text, ἑώρα γὰρ ὡς στρουθόν τινα μέλανα 
ἐρχόμενον, the words ὡς ... τινα indicate that the sparrow is unreal or of uncertain identity: trans- 
late, for example, “he would see something like a black sparrow coming...”. — Third para: πρὸς 
τοῦτο means not “by this <demon>” but “in addition". 

Life of Thomais of Lesbos (text references are to the ed. in ActaSS, Nov. IV), 300, second 
para.: “You surely know «who they are»; <my> account has alluded to some of them" renders 
οἴδατε πάντως, ὁ λόγος τίνας ἠνίξατο, which rather means “You surely know to whom my words 
alluded” (the whole of this sentence could be bracketed for clarity). — Third para.: not “His 
promise” but “a promise” (ἐξ ἐπαγγελίας), referring forward to the same expression at the end of 
ch. 5 (p. 302). There is no need for the alternative interpretation given in note 34. — Fourth para.: 
the first sentence should begin, “Being greatly and often entreated God gave ear to those who 
called on Him...", or possibly, “In the same way as God, being... entreated, gave ear to..., in due 
time He also healed...”. — Last line: not “forsake <Him>” but “give up”. 301, first para.: not “cries 
of woe and lamentations” but “unspeakable lamentations”. 303, second para.: not “did not devote 
himself," etc., but “was given to her not as a companion similar to herself" (δίδοται ... κατ 
αὐτήν). — Third para.: not “what praisworthy judgment again of her way of life", but “what a 
praisworthy mind: she clung again to the same way of life" (high point needed after ἐπαινετῆς, 
235F). 304, second para., beginning: better “After departing... and moving..., the parents... took 
up residence", etc. (keeping the structure of the Greek sentence). 305, first para.: a difficult pas- 
sage with several obvious errors in the translation; in the first part of the third sentence (καὶ ñv 
ὁρᾶν ἐν ταὐτῷ τὸ καινότερον συνεζευγμένους, 2360), ἐν ταὐτῷ is not “in this situation", and 
τὸ καινότερον is parenthetical and cannot go with συνεζευγμένους, meaning "an unusual married 
couple". With συνεζευγµένους, one expects a pronoun such as αὐτούς to be understood, but it is 
unclear to what it could refer other than Thomais and her husband, which makes little sense here. 
However, the sequence of the text: "A manly woman, filled with manly courage for virtue, strove 
to surpass nature itself" (τὴν φύσιν αὐτήν is not "her own nature") seems to indicate that the part. 
has something to do with the presence of masculine qualities in a woman, and this would make the 
point of τὸ καινότερον clear. The meaning would then be something like, “And one could see - 
and this was the most remarkable thing! - a married couple united in the same person". — Second 
para.: not “even when being savagely attacked" but “and still less torn down" (µήτε μὴν 
σπαραττόµενος, 236D). 307, second para.: the passage beginning with “She was distressed...” 
reproduces the Greek in a misleading way. It should read something like, "She was distressed... 
good «work». And how would anything else have been possible (кой πῶς үйр oi), seeing that 
she had such good purpose, that she devoted..., that she broke away... and attached herself...”. 308, 
first para.: χρυσίοις most probably refers not to “golden <coins>”, but to some other kind of gold- 
en objects. 309, first para.: παραπίπτουσα (DELEHAYE's conjecture) is not the right word for “ρτος- 
trate herself”; the transmitted παραπέµπουσα should be restored and translated “escort”, referring 
to the processsion mentioned in note 88. — The structure of the second sentence is difficult, and 
the translation is certainly wrong in one or two points. First, although it is not clear how τὸν ταύτης 
υἱόν (237D) should be construed, παρασκευάσαι cannot mean "intercede with"; either, if the 
comma after vióv is kept, "begging her son to procure grace to the whole world", or, with a comma 
after παρασκευάσαι instead, "begging her to procure..., «namely? to make (διατιθέναι) Her son late 
and slow to punish and grant a respite...”. The final phrase means not "the wickedness «that 
afflicts> the world...", but “the afflictions that await the world...". 312, first para.: ἀνδράποδον 
(238C) is “slave” rather than "prisoner of war". — “The woman was indeed..." implies a specific 
reference, but the statement is general: "For a woman is indeed a very pitiable thing." — The 
phrase *... was quickly inclined to mercy by the wailing..." construes the sentence wrongly and 
leaves διανίσταται (238D) untranslated; translate instead, “was moved by the wailing... and quick- 
ly rose to mercy”. — Third para.: the natural meaning of γνοῦσα θεόθεν ταύτης τὸ voonua 189 
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(238D) is "who had knowledge from God about..." rather than "realizing that the woman's ilness 
«came» from God". 313, third para.: not “while those «that follow occurred» after her departure 
to Christ, as marvelous and extraordinary deeds", but “But how marvelous and extraordinary are 
those that occurred after...". 314, first para.: in the phrase “was taught by him to limp", the words 
τὸν βίον (239A) are not translated; the meaning seems to be, “limp in her way of living", or “lead 
a limping life". — Not “her husband viewed her actions in a contrary fashion", but rather “her 
actions were regarded as going against her husband". — The words ἔλεος ἦν κατὰ 
ἐκπληρούμενον ἔλεον ... (239B) can hardly mean "charity, carrying out mercy in accordance 
with...”, but rather, perhaps, with ἔλεον as an emotional repetition, “mercy carried out in accor- 
dance with..., mercy (about which God said)". — Third line from bottom: the insertion of “<she 
wanted instead..." erroneously links the following phrase to the one that precedes, although it is 
rather a sort of final summing up of a long series of participial clauses: “<in short,» performing any 
deed...". 315, first para.: not “or better to call him ‘Christ’”, but “or rather Christ Himself" (μᾶλλον 
δ᾽ αὐτὸν εἰπεῖν τὸν Χριστόν, 239C). — Third para.: not “had delighted in the Lord”, but “had 
gladdened Christ" (τὸν Χριστόν ... εὐφράνασα, 239D). 316, third para.: the final words of ch. 16 
(ὁποῖα, ὡς καινὰ καὶ θαύματος ἄξια, 239F) are exclamative. 317, second line from bottom: the 
phrase "and by sinking," etc., belongs to the preceding, not the following clause. 318, first para.: 
not “Put forth your mercy equally on me and on the others...", but “Put forth your mercy on me..., 
show forth..., deliver..., in the same way as you do to the others who call upon you" (ἐπίσης τοῖς 
λοιποῖς ἐπικαλουμένοις σε καὶ ёл” ἐμὲ τὰ ἐλέη σου ἔκχεε κ.τ.λ., 240C). 319, four first lines: 
the Greek present and perfect forms in the description of Ta Mikra Romaiou (cf. 240F) refer to the 
author's time; there is no reason to translate them with English past tenses. 322, line 6: not “do not 
cease to honor..., you who award” but “do not cease to honor... and to award"; the asyndetic accu- 
mulation of parallel elements is a striking stylistic phenomenon in this vita. — Line 4 from bottom: 
μικρὸν κεκοπιακότων (242A) is not “has grown a little weary”, but “has made some effort”. 

A common feature throughout the book - although the frequency varies considerably from one 
translation to another - is the use of pointed brackets to indicate "the insertion of words to clarify 
the meaning of a phrase", and of square brackets to "represent an additional phrase of identifica- 
tion" (General Introduction, p. xvi). It may be disputed whether devices of this kind are necessary 
except in a small number of cases (J. FEATHERSTONE’s translation of the Life of Matrona of Perge 
being a good example of such a minimalistic attitude), but this is perhaps a matter of taste. In any 
case, that it is not quite easy to follow the principles for their use will soon become clear to the 
reader of some of these translations. Actually, the results are sometimes both gratuitous and con- 
fusing. 

For example, on p. 150 (Life of St Athanasia of Aegina), second para., the first sentence is 
printed thus: “After the blessed woman had built three other «churches» in addition to the afore- 
mentioned church of «Stephen? the Protomartyr, «namely the church? оѓ... the Theotokos, «the 
church? of John the Baptist, and «the church» of Nicholas «of Myra»? the herald of God, ... she 
departed to the Queen of Cities [Constantinople] and resided...", etc. The addition of the word 
"church" in various phrases is made necessary (if necessary it is) by differences in the syntactic 
structure between the two languages. The additions of “Stephen” and “of Myra" are different in 
character and should better be contained in explanatary notes. The addition of "Constantinople" in 
square rather than pointed brackets seems to be motivated only by a superficial difference as 
against "Stephen" and “of Myra”: whereas the latter can be included in the syntactic structure of 
the translated passage, “Constantinople” cannot. Sometimes the use is misleading because the 
brackets indicate a difference in phraseology between the two languages rather than a clarifying 
addition by the translator. Thus, for example, p. 144, towards the end of first para., where the 
phrase “assembled... «in her presence?" corresponds to πρὸς ἑαυτὴν ἐπισυνάγουσα; or p. 310, 
first para., where “<and>” indicates the coordination of two English verbs where there is subordi- 
nation in the Greek. Sometimes brackets are lacking where they would be needed according to the 
stated principles, for example, p. 148, last para., where the words “what follows" lack any corre- 
sponding elements in the Greek; similarly, p. 300, third para., the words "this couple" on line 2; 


and p. 313, fourth para., the expression “her husband's treatment of her", which represents (quite 
reasonably) the vague phrase τὰ περὶ τοῦ συζύγου. Obviously, the use of brackets in the way dis- 
cussed here is not easy to handle, and if only for this reason their usefulness seems doubtful. 

It may be added that the method just described entails the risk of giving the reader a false 
impression of exactness. While being informed in this way about what the translator regards as 
additions made to the wording of the Greek original, we are not similarly informed about elements 
omitted (and these can be quite substantial, as in Life of Thomais, last sentence on p. 316, where 
the phrase τὸν μοναχικὸν μετιοῦσαι βίον has not been translated, apparently because it is a little 
pleonastic), nor about any other kinds of changes in wording, syntactic structure, punctuation, etc., 
that cannot be described in terms of the addition of certain elements to the translation. 

The difficulties in translating texts like those united in this book may grow dramatically when 
translators have to rely on inadequate editions. This is the case with some of the present texts, for 
example the Lives of Sts Mary of Egypt and Theodora of Arta where the translators have been 
reduced to using MiGNE's Patrologia. But even when modern editions do exist there may be rea- 
son now and then to discuss textual problems. In their notes the translators sometimes suggest 
improvements, and their suggestions are often sucessful. However, I, cannot accept L. F. SHERRY’s 
proposal (p. 142, note 16) to substitute αὐτὸ λίαν ἐπαινετὸν καὶ σωτήριον in the Life of St 
Athanasia of Aegina for the emendation by L. CARRAS, τῶν λίαν ἐπαινετῶν καὶ σωτηρίων (the 
MS, reproduced without change in the ed. by F. HALKIN, has τῶν λίαν ἐπαινετὸν καὶ σωτήριον, 
the last word being written per compendium so that no accent appears). CARRAS' very slight cor- 
rection is certainly right and also fully compatible with SHERRY's own translation. 

The project inaugurated by the present book is excellent, and so is the way in which it has 
been performed so far. The presence of some objectionable details may well be seen as a demon- 
stration of the difficulties in which a student of Byzantine hagiography will still often find himself. 
Let me add one general objection which the book could possibly inspire in some of us and which 
has a bearing on these difficulties: exactly all its good qualities - especially, perhaps, as demon- 
strated in the introductions and the notes - are likely to diminish the attraction of the translated 
texts on potential editors. Thus it might have the effect of delaying the production of some new edi- 
tions which are needed to put the study of the texts on firmer ground. But complaining about a book 
just published by referring to books neither written nor planned is, of course, no fair and relevant 
criticism. Let us instead be grateful to Alice-Mary TALBOT and her team for their initiative in pub- 
lishing this first specimen of Byzantine Saints' Lives in Translation. 


Jan Olof Rosenqvist (Uppsala) 


Sophia PATOURA | Οι αιχμάλωτοι WG παράγοντες επικοινωνίας και πληρο- 
φόρησης (4ος 6 10ος αι.) (Les prisonniers de guerre en tant que facteurs de communication 
et d'information, 4e-10e siécles) 


Athènes: Εθνικό Ίδρυμα Ερευνών, Κέντρο Βυζαντινών Ερευνών, 1994, 172 pages (avec un résumé 
en français) 


Ce livre place déjà par son titre, l'étude du róle des prisonniers de guerre pendant les six premiers 
siécles de Byzance sous le signe de la communication inter-étatique et des relations internationales 
de l'époque. Mme Patoura nous invite à une synthése dans laquelle le róle des prisonniers - byzan- 
tins et étrangers, prisonniers de guerre et captifs de razzias - est examiné dans le contexte de la 
diplomatie byzantine et des échanges interculturels. Son ouvrage vient $’ insérer, tout naturelle- 
ment, parmi les études sur les relations extérieures de Byzance publiées ces derniéres années.En 
méme temps, en étudiant les prisonniers de guerre sous une optique spécifique, celle de la com- 
munication, il ouvre une nouvelle voie dans ce damaine de la recherche. 

Le livre suit un plan en six chapitres, précédés d'une préface, d'une liste des abréviations 
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employées et d'une introduction, et suivis d'une notice bibliographique, un résumé en francais et 
un index général. L'introduction offre déjà un apergu du traitement et du róle correspondant des 
prisonniers dans le cadre des relations politiques de l'Empire pendant la période étudiée et de la 
mentalité de l'époque, tout en se situant du point de vue des objectifs et de la méthode. En effet, 
l'auteur y annonce les sources principales dans lequelles elle puise des informations sur le traite- 
ment des prisonniers de guerre, sources de nature officielle pour la plupart, - sources legislatives, 
traités militaires, sources historiques narratives et les écrits des Péres de l'Église - en soulignant 
l'absence de régle établies concernant le traitement des prisonniers, leur róle et leur place dans 
l'évolution sociale, d’après le témoignage de ces mêmes sources. Par ailleurs, en se référant au con- 
cept de la «philanthropia» chrétienne qui prévalait dans la mentalité de l'Église et de l'Empire 
quant au traitement, au rachat et à la liberation des prisonniers de guerre, l'auteur y opére une pre- 
mière comparaison avec la mentalité correspondante des peuples qui entretenaient des relations 
regulieres avec Byzance, en l'occurrence les Perses, les Arabes et les peuples de la frontiére du 
Nord de l'Empire, et analyse des exemples de prisonniers ayant joué un róle de communication 
entre eux. 

En outre, par la méthode méme adoptée, celle de l'analyse d' exemples précis de prisonniers 
de guerre, l'introduction donne le ton du livre: l'auteur, en raison des informations éparses dans les 
sources concernant les prisonniers en tant que facteurs de communication, se voit obligée à un 
choix motivé: la méthode du „cas par cas“, avec l'objectif d'arriver par l'examen de cas spécifiques 
à une ligne directrice, valable pour la période étudiée. 

C'est dans une telle optique que les trois chapitres suivants sont consacrés successivement a) 
aux prisonniers Byzantins en tant qu' agents de diffusion du Christianisme, jouant un róle pré- 
paratoire de celui des missionnaires auprés des peuples étrangers - avec l'exemple du róle des pris- 
onniers des Bulgares mis en évidence -, b) au róle des prisonniers de guerre contactant des 
alliances matrimoniales pendant leur période de captivité et y transposant moeurs et coutumes 
civilisationnelles de leur pays d'origine, et c) aux prisonniers de guerre en tant qu' agents de dif- 
fusion de la civilisation et de l'art de leur pays d'origine, transmettant - parfois contre leur grè ~, 
de connaissances (technologiques, scientifiques, administratives etc) variées et étendues. 

Les deux chapitres qui suivent illustrent bien la méthode adoptée: l'auteur y examine en détail 
les témoignages personnels de quatre prisonniers de guerre - notamment Jean Caméniate, Abü 
Firäs, Quabäth ben Razin et Hârûn ben Yahià - concernant leurs périodes de captivité et leur 
„image de l’autre“ les détenant prisonniers, ainsi que le cas, plus particulier, des prisonniers 
célébres, jouissant de part et d'autre des frontiéres, de priviléges spéciaux. 

Un dernier chapitre sur les prisonniers de guerre et l'espionnage compléte cette étude. 
L'auteur y décrit plusieurs cas de prisonniers ayant sevri comme espions chez les Byzantins ou 
chez leurs ennemis et les analyse par rapport à l'art de la guerre et sur la base des recommanda- 
tions des traités militaires byzantins qui considéraient l'emploi des prisonniers de guerre en tant 
qu'espions comme une nécessité militaire. 

Cette approche, en privilégiant la dimension utilitaire et militaire des prisonniers-espions 
souligne les similitudes dans leur emploi à toutes les frontiéres de l'Empire et ne touche pas au 
probléme, plus spécifique, de leur róle dans le flux d'information par rapport à chaque frontiére de 
l’Empire, problème dont l'étude de A. D. LEE, Information and Frontiers. Roman foreign relations 
in Late Antiquity, Cambridge 1993, pp. 140-141, dresse le tableau en ce qui concerne en général le 
flux d'information, plus regulier à travers la frontière orientale qu'à travers la frontière du Nord de 
l'Émpire pendant les premiers siécles de son histoire. 

C'est d'ailleurs par cette méme approche utilitaire que l'auteur obtient un classement des pris- 
onniers de guerre par rapport à leur fonction dans le cadre de la communication (agents de diffu- 
sion du Christianisme, agents socio-civilisationnels, espions, prisonniers-témoins et prisonniers 
célébres), lui accordant la préférence sur une typologie par rapport à leur provenance ou à leur 
statut. 

Une ligne directrice se dégage: tout au long du livre, Mme Patoura met en évidence le théme 
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eant Byzance et les autres puissances de l'époque de s'en occuper en organisant des échanges de 
prisonniers, préparées par des missions et ambassades et conduisant ainsi à 1’ ,institutionnalisation" 
de ces contacts (cf. aussi, derniérement, M. CAMPAGNOLO-POTHITOU, Les échanges de prisonniers 
entre Byzance et l'Islam aux IX* et Χέ siécles, Journal of Oriental and African Studies 7 (1995] 1- 
55), et d'autre part en tant qu’ „agents“, (souvent involontaires dans les cas des prisonniers 
étrangers), de la diplomatie byzantine, diffusant les thèmes qu'elle voulait pramouvoir. 

Le point de vue adopté est ainsi celui du ius gentium, présupposant des régles communes 
voulues par la nature et la raison, c'est-a-dire, celui du cóté byzantin, puisque, les informations, 
soutenues par une abondante documentation, proviennent dans une grande partie, de sources 
byzantines, plus ou moins officielles. Ces renseignements sont d'ailleurs complétés par des infor- 
mations tirées des vies de Saints dont un plus ample usage faciliterait une présentation plus 
générale du théme de la captivité. Car, méme en admettant le traitement de ce théme dans les vitae 
comme un lieu commun formé sur l'histoire de Joseph en Egypte, il n'en demeure pas moins que 
les textes hagiographiques font souvent état, non seulement de la captivité du saint-héros (le cas de 
St Élie le Jeune étant le plus connu), mais aussi de nombreux exemples de captifs jouant un róle 
dans le récit: le cas du captif échappé, mentionné dans le Vie de Ste Marie la Jeune, qui sert de 
„messager“ à la Sainte, afin de faire revenir à son église de Vizye, son ancien prétre déplacé à 
Medeia à cause des guerres byzantino-bulgares de la fin du IX® siécle, est caractéristique de ce type 
d'informations pouvant compléter celles de sources officielles. 

En conclusion, il s'agit d'une étude qui se lit d'un bout à l'autre avec un intérét constant et 
qui, grâce aux nombreux exemples düs au dépouillement scrupuleux des sources historiques et à 
l'emploi judicieux de la documentation existante, explique avec bonheur la place des prisonniers 
de guerre en tant que facteurs de communication et d'information dans le cadre des relations 
extérieures de l'Empire et, suivant cette nouvelle voie, on voudrait bien voir lui succéder d'autres 
études combinant l'histoire et les sciences de l'information. 


Nike Koutrakou (Athénes — Tunis) 


Symposium on Byzantium and the Italians, 13th-15th Centuries 
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 49 (1995) pp. X * 364. 


This is silva rerum! The name seems to be particularly adequate because of the scope of the book. 
The authors of the introduction, that is, Г. W. BARKER and А. E. LAIOU remark that the programme 
of the symposium “was developed without imposing any strict agenda". As a result, the reader 
faces a collection of 19 diverse texts, differing in significance, taking up familiar motifs or estab- 
lishing the new ones on the basis of newly discovered sources. As far as the latter is concerned the 
articles can be divided into those that bring something new into Byzantine studies and those which 
do not really affect our vision of the past. The abundance of texts shows that many scholars did not 
stick to the word limit. Some took advantage of the privilege by publishing the texts that should 
have been the subject of a separate study. The authors of the introduction state that the collection 
refers to Byzantium and Italians and not to Byzantium and Italy. Yet the boundary is rather hazy. 
Many articles went beyond mere exploration of Italian influences and referred also to the West in 
general. At the same time the notion "Italians" proved to be restricted to Venetians, which can be 
justified by the extant sources. Perennial enemy to Byzantium, Venice, finally proved to be the 
shelter for the Byzantines fleeing from the Turks. Thus it gained the name: quasi alterum 
Byzantium. 

The theme of the volume decided about the comparative approach. Such was the approach 
adopted by A. KAZHDAN in his article The Italian and Late Byzantine City (pp. 1-22). The com- 
parison seems to be quite daring. As for the Italian cities we do have a pedantic source, i.e. 
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Florentine Catasto (1427) at our disposal, but we can only speculate when we face the numerous 
issues connected with Byzantium. A. KAZHDAN starts his article by saying that the majority of 
Italian cities were independent communities, and that the Byzantine city was subject to central 
administration. Surprisingly, unlike particular Italian cities, the central administration did not leave 
us the sources. It is only on the basis of arbitrary comparison that A. KAZHDAN structures his 
hypotheses on the “precapitalist” production in manufactures, metallurgy, textile industry or crafts- 
manship. He quotes, for example, the discussion of two Soviet scholars: W. SMETANIN, who 
claimed that there had been manufacture production in Byzantium, and I. MEDVEDEV, who claimed 
the opposite (p. 3). This makes the reader aware of the divergent opinions resulting from the lack 
of necessary data. The author indicates that the source materials concerning Byzantium become 
scarce after 1348. Therefore his further argument amounts to presenting the Byzantine economy on 
the basis of imperfect data. As a result the image of the Byzantine city remains rather vague. 

M. BALARD, the author of a text entitled: The Greeks of Crimea under Genoese Rule in the 
14th and 15th Centuries (pp. 23-32) attempts to see the Greeks in distinct contours against the 
backdrop of the latinized Crimean world. Up till now the scholars focused on defining the range of 
Latin domination in the East; now they do the reverse. The notary data indicate that Greeks played 
a certain part in the political life, but they did not hold public offices. Therefore, their role was 
none, which should be clearly stated. The proportions mentioned by the author indicate the fol- 
lowing: out of 100% of the analyzed community, the Greeks constitute only 3% as soldiers and 
clerks. Is there anything to talk about then? The traders of slaves, whom BALARD calls by a pecu- 
liar name of “human cargo" (p. 29), gain certain prominence, since 18% of them were Greeks. 
While reading this paper one can understand the arguments of those scholars who ended their lec- 
ture on Byzantium when they hit the date 1204 (vide К. ZAKRZEWSKI, Dzieje Bizancjum (History 
of Byzantium), in: Wielka historia powszechna, vol. IV, part I, Warszawa 1938, pp. 3-253). After 
that date many Byzantines become subject to the Latin sway, and the sources fall silent about them. 
The Genoese policy of isolating the Byzantines finally made the inhabitants of Crimea opt for the 
Turkish rule rather than dependence on the Italian potentate. 

BALARD'S argument seems to meet its sequel in the text by S. P. Karpov, New Documents on 
the Relations between the Latins and the Local Populations in the Black Sea Area (1392-1462) (pp. 
33-41). The author bases his insights on the loosely connected and relatively unexplored docu- 
ments entitled Diversus Filtze, and kept in State Archives of Genoa. A question arises whether any 
deeper investigation of the data inherent therein can change anything in the picture of the Black 
Sea area. The author concedes that the evidence is insufficient. It is basically connected with Caffa, 
i.e. the most powerful economic centre. Is there any point in informing the scholars about new doc- 
uments then? Karpov hinself admits that "We will never know as much about Pontic Greeks as 
about Pontic Latins" (p. 41). So general a conclusion can fill the reader with sadness, the more so, 
because it comes from a renowned scholar of the Black Sea region. Therefore, there is nothing to 
seek since Pontic Greeks proved to be so weak and dominated by the Genoese colonizers that they 
did not produce their own sources, which might point to any activity on their part in the 14-15th 
centuries. The Genose write a lot about their activity in this part of the world. Thus KARPOv's 
account basically comments on the passivity and lack of individual traits in the Greek community, 
which merged with its milieu. 

The article by Louise BUENGER ROBBERT RIALTO, Businessmen and Constantinople 1204- 
1261 (pp. 43-58) can be best understood by someone who saw Vienna after World War One, as 
this comparison is used by the author to describe Constantinople after the fourth crusade (p. 44). 
This ahistorical comparison amounts to nothing but the ostensible éclat of thought. Was Vienna pil- 
laged in the same way as Constantinople in 1204, to use just one example? The author analyzes the 
hístory of Latin Empire, pointing to the economic failure whose roots she identiffies with the time 
after 1223. She draws attention to the depopulation of the city. Only forty thousand inhabitants 
remained in the metropolis which had formerly consisted of almost half million people. The Greeks 
fled, and the victors were not able to maintain themselves. The important leitmotif of the author's 
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Who could they count on then? The very community which did not have money to hire their ships 
and invade Egypt now settled down on the former Byzantine territories, creating the Latin Empire 
among other things. Still they were not a suitable partner in any dealings, which resulted from the 
economic weakness of de Courtenay family who had governed in Constantinople. Other fortune 
seeking Italian families in the East were rather weak too. 

K. P. MATSCHKE decided for a close-up, that is The Notaras Family and Its Italian Con- 
nections (pp. 59-72). After preliminary genealogical remarks the author traces the Italian vicissi- 
tudes ot the family, notably of Ann Notaras, who was its most renowned representative. The author 
tries to prove that the Notaras conducted independent policy, even though they depended on the 
Italians whom they faced while in exile. Personal account in a foreign bank is too little to feel com- 
pletely free in a foreign community! I do not suspect Ann Notaras of thinking in these terms, 
whereas K. P. MATSCHKE says that the Notaras family "looked for its own paths into future. I am 
convinced (the author speaking) that the family felt the same way about the rising power of the 
Ottoman Turks" (p. 72). How does he arrive at the conclusion that the Notaras would have been 
independent in Ottoman Turkey, if they were not completely free in Italy where their situation was 
quite favourable? In the light of his earlier argument the author's conclusion is far from convinc- 
ing. 

The geographical horizon of the Byzantines was explored by А. E. LAIOU in an article Italy 
and the Italians in the Political Geography of the Byzantines (14th century) Jop, 73-98]. The author 
analyzes texts of such chroniclers as Pachymeres, Gregoras and Cantacuzenus. She wonders how 
much scope, if any, was devoted to Italy or Italians in the above sources. The detailed analysis of 
the chronicles suggests that all the three writers knew much more about the geography of Asia 
Minor, Black Sea region and Greece as such. Pachymeres does not use the term "Italy" while the 
term “Italian” is used by him as the equivalent of Catholic. Cantacuzenus more or less registers the 
political weak points of Italy, in particular Genoa and the Papacy in the context of the civil war. 
Explaining Cantacuzenus' narrow scope, the author states that his description of reality mainly 
focused on the actions of individuals, basically from aristocracy. Are we to interpret it as the argu- 
ment against the individual's role in history? The point triggers off a discussion connected with 
methods of research used to extract the Byzantine view on history. We cannot expect the Byzantine 
writers, i.e. Cantacuzenus, to share the “Marxist” perspective which emphasized the mass not an 
individual. Such a distinguished scholar as A. LAIOU cannot possibly have had that in mind. As far 
as historical data go, Gregoras is presented by the author as the follower of Pachymeres. The arti- 
cle is supplied with the illustrations that present the familiar world according to Ptolemy as well as 
detailed extracts depicting Danubian region, Sardinia and Sicily. 

In the article Demetrios Kydones and Italy (рр. 99-110) Е. KiANKA reminds us about the role 
of this intellectual in the conversion of John V. The author stresses the personal reasons which 
made Kydones embrace the creed. There is an interesting list of Demetrios' intellectual guides. It 
includes Pope Urban V (a connesseur and collector of books) and Cardinal Pierre Roger de 
Beaufort. The implication seems clear enough: John V, who was by no means an intellectual never 
really created similar spiritual ambience. It would be interesting to follow up the perspective 
opened up by KIANKA quite unintentionally. She herself never takes the question up. As a result, 
she dwells on familiar issues, such as Kydones' diplomatic missions and his translation of Aquinas 
into Greek. 

The most comprehensive text in the huge volume is Renaissance Crusaders: Humanist 
Crusade. Literature in the Age of Mehmed II by J. HANKINS (pp. 111-207 and appendix). In refer- 
ence no 3 (p. 112) the author states that he collected more than 400 texts, written by more than 50 
humanists, which is not complete evidence. In his annex he quotes those unpublished texts which 
he finds most interesting. The author analyzes the texts written under the reign of Mehmed II 
(1451-1481). He wonders how the humanists approached the medieval idea of crusades. How did 
they transform this idea into the Renaissance movement? Undoubtedly the project of a crusade 
against the Turks with the view to the reconquest of Constantinople was an interesting phenome- 
non. However, the author points out that the later pro-crusade propaganda did not provide so pow- 


195 


erful an argument as the eleventh century, which had spoken about regaining the Holy Sepulchre. 
Now the humanists provided the reader with descriptions of Turkish atrocities, which the author 
compares to the CNN news (p. 135). On the same page the author says: "Like Sovietologists dur- 
ing the Cold War, humanist scholars debated ethnographical questions in a highly politicized 
atmosphere". Once again I object to the ahistorical comparison. Besides, does the author of these 
words know the other side of the iron curtain or just his own? Isn't it possible to write about his- 
tory without contemporary references? The main conclusion of the text amounts to the fact that the 
humanists failed to instigate a crusade against Mehmed. The article is verbose, and I wonder in 
what form it was presented at the Symposium, where time limits are a sacred thing. On the other 
hand, the text is important because of its cognitive merits. It concerns relatively unknown litera- 
ture. 

Habent sua fata libelli - such is the theme of an article by R. N. NELSON, Appropriation of 
Illuminated Byzantine Manuscripts, ca. 1200-1450 (pp. 209-235). The author analyzes the role of 
Italians in transmitting the Byzantine manuscripts. NELSON alludes to the conviction expressed by 
Quierini, a humanist, according to whom 120 000 manuscripts were lost during the sack of 
Constantinople in 1453. While regarding the number as an exaggeration, the author admits that the 
losses were rather big. This gives us even greater reason for appreciating the Italians who took to 
collecting Byzantine manuscripts. Among other things the author mentions the great collection of 
Cardinal Bessarion and the collection of Popes: Nicholas V and Silvester IV. The papal collection 
was later housed in the Vatican Library. 

Similar approach is adopted by A. CUTLER in his article: From Loot to Scholarship: Changing 
Modes in the Italian Response to Byzantine Artifacts, ca. 1200-1750 (pp. 237-267). The author 
reminds us that the first Byzantine artifacts in the West were preserved there as the objects of loot. 
He draws attention to the change in the mentality of Italians in the 14th century, when “anticoma- 
nia" became so popular (p. 249). The desire to collect works of art saved quite a few Byzantine 
artifacts. The article is supplied with beautiful illustrations of reliquaries or icons which had 
belonged to the Western collectors. On p. 256 the author makes an important point. In his opinion 
none of the mosaic icons under discussion "can be shown to have provoked an artistic response in 
either monumental art or their own miniature format". The art of Counter-Reformation and baroque 
developed side by side with antiquarism. Byzantine artifacts were treated as ornaments, but they 
never really affected current art. Only with the surge of Romanticism was the Byzantine legacy 
duly appreciated. 

The four successive articles concern the specific questions connected with Crete and Cyprus. 
Both the islands are known to have been under Venetian sway. The article by Ch. MALTEZOU 
Byzantine Connections in Venetian Crete (pp. 269-280) offers interesting observations on the men- 
tality of the inhabitants of the island's interior. These people did not treat the Venetians as their 
rulers but they kept up contact with the Byzantine past. Their local ruler, archon, was the true rep- 
resentative of power. 

The text entitled The Italian Background of Early Cretan Literature by N. PANAGIOTAKES (pp. 
281-323) is important for its cognitive merits just like the article by HANKINS. The author discuss- 
es local literary texts written in the 14-15th centuries. He distinguishes between the imitation of 
Italian influences and original Byzantine contributions. It is important to familiarize oneself with 
those works, and the author deserves praise for his research. The extracts prove that we do not face 
ambitious literature. One of the examples is Parliament of whores. One can only allude to the old 
saying: “Give me the source bacause the historian is always there.!" Since we have used and re- 
used the typical historic sources, we turn to literary ones. These, however, do not expand our data- 
base concerning the epoch. They are a mere repetition lacking in originality. It is also difficult to 
define to what extent they really reflect the mentality of the medieval Creteans. The author does 
not try to answer this question. He limits himself to enumerating the texts and tracing the influ- 
ences which had inspired them. 

The collection includes a prosopographic text by B. ARBEL, Greek Magnates in Venetian 
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exploitative policy on Cyprus is a sinister legend. He stresses the fact that there is no evidence of 
the anti-Greek attitude of Venetians in the sources. It appears therefore that such Greek magnates 
as Synglitico family only profited by the union with powerful Venetian metropolis. 

This motif is taken up in an article by A. W. CARR, Byzantines and Italians on Cyprus: Images 
from Art (p. 339-357). The text is provided with the illustrations of monuments in architecture and 
painting. The author discusses the Italian influences which inspired the artists from Cyprus. She 
quotes detailed data which are certainly essential for an art historian. “An ordinary historian” who 
deals with interpenetration of influences in the Aegean world or simply Mediterranean is not sur- 
prised to learn that the art of Cyprus was a hybrid, or a mixture of local patterns and foreign influ- 
ences. The world described in the analyzed volume was basically eclectic. 

This is certainly a valuable book. However the reader may wonder whether it should not have 
been made to meet stricter requirements as regards the form of argument and the general plan of 
the presented material. The reader has been given a number of texts of different calibre. Still, it 
would be difficult to state which of them changes the image of Byzantine and Latin co-existence. 
After all, historigraphers have already created such an image. The longest texts which concern the 
literary sources offer the greatest contribution to our knowledge because they bring to light 
unknown materials. Even for that reason the volume would have been much more helpful if had 
been provided with an index. Still, the articles about literature do not affect the image that has been 
created. Many of them contain the conclusions that are far from surprising; thus the volume can- 
not be attractive in this respect either. A question arises whether this is "the fault" of the authors of 
of the sources, which will not communicate more than they have already. The industrious study of 
the volume which weighs 2 kilogrammes makes the historians once more realize the limit to cog- 
nition. 


Małgorzata Dgbrowska (Łódź) 


Свод древнейших письменных известий O славянах (Corpus testimoniorum 
vetustíssimorum ad historiam slavicam pertinentium) том 1 (I-IV вв.), éd. L. А. 
GINDIN - $. A. IVANOV - G. G. LITAVRIN, Moskva 1994, 471 pp., том 2 (VII-IX вв.), éd. S. 
A. IVANOV - G. G. LITAVRIN - V. S. RONIN, Moskva 1995, 589 pp. 


Testimonia najdawniejszych dziejów Stowian, seria grecka, zeszyt 2, pisarze z V-X wieku, 
éd. ALINA BRZOSTKOWSKA - W. SWOBODA, Wroclaw-Warszawa-Krakéw-Gdarsk-Lédz: 
Ossolineum 1989 (= Slavica 63), 395 pp; zeszyt 3, pisarze z УП-Х wieku, éd. ALINA 
BRZOSTKOWSKA - W. SWOBODA, Warszawa: SOW 1995 (= Slavica 103), 573 pp. 


L'édition des sources relatives à l'histoire des peuples slaves se base sur une tradition centenaire. 
Il s'agit, avant tout, de l'édition de sources cumulatives, surtout de carectére critique; nous n' 
envisageons pas, sous ce rapport, les éditions populaires et la publication de sources individuelles. 
Tout en admettant qu'un nombre de sources relatives aux Slaves apparaît au XVIIe siècle déjà, dans 
l'oeuvre intitulée Il regno degli Slavi ... (Pesara 1601) de Mavro ΌΒΒΙΝΙ, ou, au XVIIIe siècle, dans 
l'oeuvre de Johann Christophore de JoRDAN De originibus slavicis, opus chronologico-geograph- 
ico-historicum 1-11 (Vindobonae 1745) ou bien dans les oeuvres de I. J. STRITTERS Memoriae pop- 
ulorum olim ad Danubium, Pontum Euxinum, paludem Maeotidam, Caucasum, mare Caspium et 
inde magis ad septentriones incolentium ex scriptoribus historiae Byzantinae erutae et digestae I- 
IV (Petropoli 1771-1779) et Известия византийских историков, объясняющие историю 
России древнейших времен I-IV (S. Peterburg 1770-1774), оп ne peut que constater que la péri- 
ode du plein épanouissement des activités d'éditeur apparaît surtout au courant du XIX* siècle. On 
y publie des éditions orientées sur l'histoire nationale des différentes ethnies slaves, comme 
Monumenta Serbica spectantia historiam Serbiae, Bosniae, Ragusii (Vindobonae 1858) préparés 
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раг Е. ΜΙΚΙΟΣΙΟΗ, Documenta historiae Chroaticae periodum antiquam illustrantia (Zagrebiae 
1877) édités раг Е. RACKI ou Monumenta Poloniae historica I-II (Lwów 1864-1872) de A. 
BIELOWSKI qui nous fournissent un ensemble de sources d'origines différentes, à partir des sources 
grecques (byzantines) et latines jusqu'ax sources slaves indigénes, classifiées d'aprés caractére des 
documents (sources narratives, chroniques et annales, biographie et hagiographie, documents 
juridiques, militaires, actes et documents diplomatiques etc.) et complétées par l'analyse critique et 
un commentaire philologique et historique qui correspondent aux connaissances de l'époque et qui 
sont souvent aussi accompagnées d'une traduction paralléle en latin des textes édités qui ne sont 
pas rédigés en latin. Qu'il nous soit permis de mentionner aussi les éditions tchéques dont les plus 
anciennes sont représentées, au XVIIe siècle déjà, par Epitome historica rerum Bohemicarum 
(1677) de B. BALBÍN, par Monumenta historica Bohemiae I-IV (1764-1785) de J. Е. DOBNER du 
XVII siècle et par Fontes rerum Bohemicarum I-VIII (Pragae 1873-1932) avec sources narratives 
à la fin du XIX*et au début du XXE siècle. 

Les tentatives de rendre les sources de l'histoire slave accessibles aux spécialistes aussi bien 
qu'à un ensemble plus large de savants et de relier, par là-méme, à une longue tradition, sont 
partagées par les savants de notre siécle. Dés son début, on assiste aux tentatives d'éditer les 
sources de l’historie nationale (p.ex. Е. Kos, Gradivo za zgodovinu Slovencev v srednjem veku, I. 
Ljubljana 1921; S. STANOJEVIC-B. Corovic, Одабрени извори за српску историју, Beograd 
1921). Surtout à partir des années cinquante du XXE siècle, on constate l'apparition de nouveaux 
types d'éditions modernes de sources relatives à l’histoire des ethnies slaves lesquels réimpriment, 
en partie, les textes des éditions plus anciennes et contiennent, en partie, même les éditions origi- 
nales de certaines sources. A ces éditions, il faut attribuer, sans aucun doute, l'édition Fontes 
Byzantini historiam populorum Jugoslaviae spectantes I-... (Beograd 1955-...) qui, regrettable- 
ment, ne contient que les traductions serbocroates de sources d'origine byzantine relatives à l’his- 
toire des peuples de l'ancienne Yougoslavie, ensuite Fontes historiae Bulgaricae I-... (Serdicae 
1953-...) éditées, d'aprés l'origine des sources, en plusieurs séries (grecque, latine, turque et 
sources juives), la réédition -"series nova" de l'édition Monumenta Poloniae historica 1-... 
(Warszawa 1946-...) ou l'édition Magnae Moraviae fontes historici I-V (éd. L. HAVLÍK et αἰ., 
Brunnae 1966-1977) avec des sources relatives à l'histoire de la Grande Moravie, rangées 
chronologiquement selon leur caractére. Dans le 4° volume de cette edition se trouvent deux 
sources fondamentales (Zakon sudnyj ljudem, Nomokanon) éditées comme une nouvelle édition 
critique. Dans les deux éditions mentionnées, l'éditíon des sources en langue originale est com- 
plétée par une traduction parallèle en langue nationale respective. Les éditions sont complétées par 
un commentaire historique et, parfois aussi, philologique, au niveau des connaissances contempo- 
raines de la science historique et de la philologie. Comme édition de sources latines et grecques rel- 
atives à l’histoire des Slaves on peut considérer aussi le projet — conçu d'une manière relativement 
non tradionnelle mais grandiose en tout cas — du glossaire de noms (Glossar zur frühmittelalter- 
lichen Geschichte im östlichen Europa, hrsgb.v. J. FERLUGA, M. HELLMANN, Е. KÄMPFER, H. 
LuDAT, К. ZERNACK, Wiesbaden 1973-1990), édité en deux séries-latine (série A) et grecque (série 
B). Il s'agit d'une oeuvre de haute qualité, mais des problémes techniques et financiers ont, par 
malheur, empéché sa finalisation, ainsi que celle de l'édition de la série propasée des sources 
slaves. 

La tradition des éditions modernes de l'époque actuelle réaparaít dans les nouvelles éditions 
polonaises et russes des sources se rattachant à la plus ancienne histoire des Slaves. Les deux édi- 
tions présentées sont cependant сопсиез plus largement que les sus-mentionnées éditions 
„nationales“ et se consacrent, en bloc, à la plus ancienne histoire des Slaves. Alors que les éditeurs 
polonais pouvaient, dans leur conception du projet de l'édition, relier, tout au moins au point de 
vue de l'orientation, aux travaux plus vieux de leurs prédécesseurs, dont M. PLEZIA et sa publica- 
tion Najstarsze swiadectwa o Slowianach (Poznan 1947) ou Greckie i lacinskie Zródla do naj- 
starszych dziejów Slowian I-do VIII wieku (Poznan-Kraköw 1952) lesquels ne nous fournissent que 
la traduction en polonais des sources et non leur version originale, ou bien au travail de G. LABUDA 

198 Materialy £ródlowe do historii Polski epoki feudalnej I. Stowiariszczyzna pierwotna (Warszawa 


1954) et de T. LEWICKI, Źródła arabskie do dziejów Slowiariszczyzny I (Wroclaw-Kraków 1956), 
les savants russes, sans tenir compte du travail plus vieux de STRITTERS — ont créé leur projet de 
l'édition des sources de la plus ancienne histoire des Slaves soi-disant ,,en plein air“. Et c'est prob- 
ablement pour cette raison qu'ils ont pu, n'étant pas liés par les travaux de leurs prédécesseurs, 
adopter une conception rationnelle des sources éditées et leur édition apparaît meilleure et libérée 
de certaines „maladies d'enfants", typiques d'ailleurs pour les éditions des sources. 

L'édition russe des sources de l'histoire slave aparait enforme d'une série d'édition et d'une 
publication indépendantes. Ses deux volumes publiés jusqu'alors sont dédiés aux auteurs du ler au 
УЕ siècle (19: tome) et du УП au IX* siècle (2€ tome). Les deux volumes des Testimonia présen- 
tés par les Polonais enregistrent les témoignages relatifs aux Slaves et provenant d'auteurs grecs 
(byzantins) du VE au X® siècle (2° volume) et du УП au Хе siècle (3€ volume) et n'ont pas une série 
indépendante mais paraissent dans le cadre de l'édition Slavica, en forme du 63€ et 103€ tome de 
celle-ci. Les deux volumes de l'édition polonaise représentent, par conséquent, la „series graeca" 
et l'on compte, en méme temps, publier ulltérieurement méme les sources d'une autre origine. 
L'édition russe part d'une conception un peu différente; son premier tome est consacré aux événe- 
ments appartenant à la ,,protohistoire“ et à l’histoire des Slaves dont les auteurs proviennent de 
l'époque de la haute antiquité ou de l'époque byzantine primitive et dont l'origine est très variée, 
y compris la langue qu'ils emploient; dans le 2€ tome, les éditeurs ont divisé les sources ,,plus 
récentes“, d’après leur origine et la langue, en différents groupes: sources grecques, latines et ori- 
entales (ces derniéres écrites en langue arabe, géorgienne oü syrienne). En ce qui concerne les 
petites éditions qui sont à notre disposition et οἳ la division des sources selon leur caractére serait 
difficile, il vaudrait mieux présenter les auteurs historiques dans l'ordre chronologique successif 
pour accentuer de telle facon l'ordre chronologique des sources, ainsi qu'on le constate dans l'édi- 
tion russe, ce qui apparaiat d'ailleurs plus logique et empêche l'interpénétration des auteurs et la 
séparation nette des siècles — phénomène qui apparaît dans l'édition polonaise. Les lecteurs de 
l'édition polonaise préféreraient sans nul doute trouver l'oeuvre de Constantin Porphyrogenète 
dans un seul volume, à l'opposé des éditeurs (qui sont les mémes dans le cas des deux volumes) 
qui ont inclus des citations de l'oeuvre de Porphyrogenéte De administrando imperio dans les deux 
volumes. Curieuses nous paraissent également les circonstances qui ont mené les éditeurs polonais 
à insérer l'historien du ХУ siècle Laonikos Chalkokondyles dans le 3€ volume, à la suite d'un 
auteur du Хе siècle. Peu pratique et difficilement compréhensible nous semble l'adaptation 
graphique des sources éditées dans le 2€ volume de l'édition polonaise (le texte est tourné de 90?) 
ce qui complique la manipulation avec l'édition. 

L'édition polonaise aussi bien que russe conservent le schéma traditionnel de l'édition. 1. 
Données biographiques de l'auteur; 2. Publication de l'oeuvre, ses manuscrits, leur filiation, évent. 
aussi les traductions de l'oeuvre en d'autres langues; 3. La littérature la plus importante relative à 
l'auteur et à son oeuvre; 4. Le texte édité en la langue originale (dans l'édition russe apparait, chez 
certains auteurs, aussi un commentaire philologique) avec une traduction en langue nationale; 5. 
Commentaire historique ou notes factographiques. L'édition russe apparait, sous ce rapport, plus 
consistente, homogéne, compléte, méme si c'est, parfois, au détriment de la clarté. Un complément 
indispensable des deux éditions est une liste d'abbréviations et, dans l'édition russe, une liste bib- 
liographique compléte des sources et de la littérature ainsi que les registres (indispensables pour le 
travail avec l'édition) des noms propres des personnages historiques et des auteurs modernes, des 
toponymes, des ethnonymes et le registre terminologique. 


Lubomíra Havlíková (Prague) 
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Кирило-Методиевска енциклопедия, hrsg. von P. DINEKOV; Band I: A-3, Redakteure 
Luana GRASEVA, Svetlina NIKOLOVA, Sofia: Izdatelstvo na Bálgarskata akademija na 
naukite 1985, 740 S.; Band II: H-O, Redakteure Liliana GRASEVA, Klimentiva IVANOVA, $. 
KOZUCHAROV, Svetlina NIKOLOVA, Sofia: Universitetsko izdatelstvo “Sv. Kliment 
Ochridski”, 1995, 911 S. 


Innerhalb zehn Jahre haben die bulgarischen Fachgelehrten zwei von den drei beabsichtigten 
Teilen der Kyrillomethodianischen Enzyklopádie erscheinen lassen. Der Gedanke an deren Aus- 
gabe entstand bereits in den 60. Jahren, wo sich im Zusammenhang mit drei bedeutungsvollen 
Gedenktagen, d.h. 1100 Jahre seit der Ankunft Konstantins und Methods nach Großmähren, 1050 
Jahre seit dem Tode Klement's von Ohrid und 1100 Jahre seit dem Tode Konstantins-K yrills, das 
Interesse für die kyrillomethodianischen Fragen beträchtlich belebte. Die Bearbeitung des ersten 
Bandes wurde 1981, des 2. Teiles 1990 beendet. Zu diesen Jahren ist auch die im 1., bzw. 2. Band 
zitierte Bibliographie geführt. 

Die Enzyklopádie ist ziemlich breit und ausführlich angelegt. Alphabetisch geordnet sind hier 
sowohl Eigennamen als auch sachlich aufgefaßte Lemmata zu finden. Die Namen beziehen sich 
vornehmlich auf Personen, sowie auf geographische und ethnische Bezeichnungen und Titel der 
einzelnen Schriftdenkmäler. Unter den selbständig bearbeiteten Personennamen stehen an erster 
Stelle selbstverständlich Konstantin-Kyrill und Method mit ihren direkten und indirekten Schülern 
(Klemens von Ohrid, Naum von Ohrid, Gorazd, Konstantin von Preslav, Ioan Exarch u.w.). Eben- 
falls finden sich hier viele mit ihrem Leben und der ältesten Tradition verbundene Persönlich- 
keiten, vor allem Herrscher, z.B. der byzantinische Kaiser Michael III, der bulgarische Fürst Boris 
І, die böhmischen Fürsten Bořivoj, Vratislav, St. Wenzel, Boleslav I. und IL, der pannonische 
Kocel, serbische Mutimir, fránkische Karloman u.w., Patriarchen, Pápste und andere kirchliche 
Persónlichkeiten des 9. Jhs. (Bibliothekar Anastasius, Bischof Gauderich von Velletri, der 
fränkische Bischof Adalvin u.s.w.) wie auch Personen,die in verschiedenen Quellen zur kyrillo- 
methodianichen Geschichte erwahnt werden (z.B. Georgios Asekretos aus der Vita Constantini, 
Kotokij, Dometa und Eschat aus der Vita Klemens’ von Ohrid, Alobagatur aus Konstantin 
Porphyrogennetos' De administrando imperio). Selbstandig sind auch einige Persónlichkeiten der 
Kirchengeschichte behandelt, denen man in der kyrillomethodianischen Forschung begegnet 
(Areios - neben dem Stichwort Arianismus, Bogomil - neben den Stichwörtern Bogomilismus und 
Bogomilisches Schrifttum), und die am häufigsten ins Altkirchenslawische übersetzten byzantini- 
schen Autoren, z.B. Joannes Chrysostomos, Gregor von Nazianz, Basileios der Grofe (nicht mehr 
aber Gregor von Nyssa oder Epiphanios von Zypern). Von byzantinischen Geschichtschreibern 
gibt es hier diejenigen, deren Werke im 9.-10. Jh. ins Slawische übersetzt wurden, d.h. Georgios 
Hamartolos und Ioannes Malalas, nicht mehr aber Konstantin Manasses, dessen Chronik in 
Bulgarien erst im 14. Jh. ihren Übersetzer fand. Eine ziemlich kleine Gruppe von Personen bilden 
mittelalterliche Geschichtschreiber und Literaten, in deren Werken Konstantin und Method oder 
ihre Tradition erwähnt werden, z.B. Kosmas von Prag oder Jan Amos Komensky. Die größte 
Gruppe bilden dagegen Philologen und Historiker (nicht Archäologen, soweit sich aus dem I. und 
II. Band schließen läßt), welche die kyrillomethodianischen Fragen wissenschaftlich untersuchten, 
von I. Assemani über V. F. Durych, С. Dobner, J. Dobrovský und weitere berühmte Slawisten aller 
Nationalitäten des 19. und der esten Hälfte des 20. Jhs. bis zu gegenwärtigen Forschern. Den 
Letztgenannten dürfte man wohl noch D. BoGDANovi¢ aus Serbien, Biserka GRABAR aus Kroatien, 
B. Koneskı und Vangelia DESPODOVA aus Makedonien,eventuell auch den polnischen Cz. 
BARTULA und S. B. BERNSTEJN (seine Kyrill und Method gewidmete Monographie erschien allerd- 
ings erst 1984) anschlieBen. In den geographischen Stichwórtern sind Objekte verschiedenen 
Umfangs bearbeitet, von Staatsgebilden über Kirchen- und Verwaltungsgebiete bis zu einzelnen 
Lokalitäten. So gibt es hier z.B. die Lemmata Byzanz (I 399f., verfaßt von I. Duicev), Großmähren 
(1 340f., verfaßt уоп G. SOTIROV), Blatnensko knjazestvo (I 199f.) und Kalifat von Bagdad (1 145f., 
beides verfaßt von Ch. KoLAROV). Als selbständige Stichwörter sind die Gebiete Ohrid, Devol, 
Illyricum und weitere aufgefaßt, sowie auch Athos (I. 137f., I. DuicEv), Patriarchat von Aquileia 


(I 58f.), Velika und Drembica, vermutlich Bischofsgebiete Klemens’ von Ohrid (I 339 und 612f.; 
naher erórtert ist der Wirkungsbereich seiner Diózese im Lemma Eparchat Klemens’ von Ohrid zi 
finden, I 657f.). Neben verschiedenen Stádten (Konstantinopel, Venedig, Ohrid) sind selbstándig 
auch archäologische Fundstellen behandelt, etwa Nesebar und Madara, Mikulčice und Velehrad (I 
338f., unter diesem Stichwort finden sich ebenfalls Funde aus Staré Mësto, Sady und Modrá), Nitra 
(andere slowakische Fundstellen bleiben unerwähnt). Die einschlägigen bulgarischen Haupt- 
zentren sind eingehender bearbeitet, als selbständiges Lemma erscheint z.B. die Große Basilika in 
Pliska (I 510f.) und Runde Kirche in Preslav (II 470f.). Einzeln sind auch einige mit der kyrillo- 
methodianischen Überlieferung verbundene Klöster angeführt: Zographos-Kloster, das polnische 
Kleparz, Emaus-Kloster in Prag (illustriert mit historischer Aufnahme der Beuroner Aus- 
schmückung seines gotischen Kircheninterieurs, das im Februar 1945 beim Luftangriff vernichtet 
wurde); die ältesten bulgarischen Klöster sind im Lemma Klöster Altbulgariens (II 601f.) zusam- 
menfassend behandelt. In diese Gruppe können auch die Stichwörter Grab des Konstantin-Kyrill 
(I 548f.) und Grab Methods (1 551f.; als Methods Grabstätte bevorzugt der Verfasser G. SOTIROV 
- im Unterschied von tschechischen Archäologen, die ihn nun meistens in Sady bei Staré Mésto 
suchen - Mikulčice) eingereiht werden. Von Ethnonymen sind Awaren (I 27f., verfaßt von Vasilka 
TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA) und Kärntner (II 228, verfaßt von G. SOTIROV) selbständig behandelt. Die let- 
zte, sehr ausführlich bearbeitete Gruppe von Namen bilden Titel der schriftlichen Denkmäler. Es 
handelt sich vor allem um Quellen zur Geschichte der kyrillomethodianischen Epoche (lateinische 
Quellen sind unter der ursprünglichen Bezeichnung zitiert und in alphabetischer Ordnung unter die 
übrigen Denkmáler eingereiht), z.B. Vitae Constantini und Methodii (sollen im Ш. Teil im Lemma 
Prostranni Zitija na Kiril i Metodij erscheinen), Italienische Legende, Quemadmodum, Beatus 
Cyrillus, Legende Banduris u.s.w. Weiterhin sind es Bezeichnungen einzelner aus dem 10.-11. Jh. 
stammender Handschriften, etwa Codex Zographensis, Codex Marianus, Palimpsest von Bojana, 
Kiewer Blätter u.w., sowie auch Bezeichnungen verschiedener Texte (Alphabetisches Gebet, 
Anonyme Homilie), Glossen und Inschriften (Inschrift von Bitola, Mostics Inschrift; keramische 
Inschriften sind zusammenfassend im Lemma Keramični nadpisi bearbeitet). Ausnahmsweise sind 
auch Handschriften des 12. Jhs. selbständig behandelt (Evangelium Miroslavs und Vukans, 
Apostolus Mihanovics), meistens sind sie jedoch gemeinsam mit jüngeren Handschriften unter 
zusammenfassenden Stichwórtern zu finden (z.B. alle Apostelbücher aufer dem Apostolus von 
Enina und Apostolus Mihanovics, d.h. auch Apostolus von Ohrid, Apostolus Grkovics und 
Apostolus von Christinopol, sind im Lemma Apostolus erwahnt). Es ist nicht klar, warum man in 
der Enzyklopddie der Ban Kulins Urkunde (I 161f.) begegnet, einem in sprachlicher Hinsicht 
bedeutsamen Denkmal, das aber mit den kyrillomethodianischen Fragen gar nichts zu tun hat. 
Wie in jeder Enzyklopádie, ist auch im vorliegenden Falle schwieriger, sich in sachlichen 
Stichwórtern zurechtzufinden. Diese Lemmata kónnen in zwei Gruppen gegliedert werden. Die 
erste Gruppe bilden einzelne Benennungen und Termini, die zweite zusammenfassende 
Stichwórter. In die erste Gruppe gehórt vor allem Beschreibung glagolitischer und kyrillischer 
Buchstaben. Neben den zusammenfassenden Stichwórtern Azbuka, Glagolitische Schrift, 
Kyrillische Schrift und Nasallaute tritt als erstes Lemma jedes Buchstaben immer die entspre- 
chende glagolitische und kyrillische Letter auf, wobei ihre phonetische Geltung und graphische 
Entwicklung erklärt wird. Alle diese Lemmata (mit Ausnahme der von I. DoBREV verfaßten 
Kyrillischen Schrift) stammen von P. ILCEv und Borjana VELCEVA. Insgesamt bilden sie (gemein- 
sam mit dem breit angelegten Stichwort Altbulgarische Epigraphik, 1 662f., verfaßt von I. DOBREV 
und K. POPKONSTANTINOV) ein grundlegendes Handbuch der glagolitischen und kyrillischen 
Paláographie. Einen anderen Themenkreis stellen biblische und liturgische Begriffe dar: Bibel, 
Evangelium, Apostolus (es fehlt Apokalypse und man fragt sich, warum als selbstándiges Lemma 
die Makkabärbücher erscheinen), Brevier, Euchologium, Menden, Oktoechos, Antiphone, 
Akathistos, Kanon u.s.w. sowie auch Petrusliturgie. Einzeln sind auch Literaturgattungen erórtert: 
Vitae (Zitija), Apokryphen, Zlatostruj und der textologische Terminus Redaktion (izvod). Mehrere 
Ausdrücke betreffen die altkirchenslawische Sprache: Balkanismen, Latinismen, Moravismem, 
Lehnübersetzungen (II 219f.); im letzteren Stichwort sind nur lexikalische, nicht aber syntaktische 
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Lehnübersetzungen bearbeitet; es gibt hier keine in selbständigem Lemma behandelten Gräzismen, 
die sich ja nicht immer mit Balkanismen decken. Weitere Begriffe beziehen sich auf 
Kirchengeschichte, z.B. Ikonoklasmus, Bogomilismus, zwei Aufsátze sind der Zeitrechnung gewid- 
met: allgemein unter dem Titelwort Zeitrechnung (Π 831, verfaßt von К. Киву) und speziell unter 
Indikt. Eine Reihe von Informationen findet man in zusammenfassenden Stichwörtern, manchmal 
ist es aber kompliziert, das betreffende Lemma ausfindig zu machen. So ist z.B. Byzanz in vielen 
Stichwórtern behandelt. Neben dem Gesamtbegriff Byzanz sind dies noch Byzantinische Literatur 
im 9. Jh., Byzantinische Kunst im 9.-10. Jh., Byzanz und Rom im ausgehenden 9. Jh., Byzanz und 
die Slawen bis Anfang des 13. Jhs.; byzantinischen Missionen begegnet man jedoch unter dem 
Stichwort Misii vizantijski (iro-schottischen Missionen umgekehrt unter Irlandski misii). Ähnlich 
geteilt treten ebenfalls die “bulgarischen” Themen auf: Bulgarische Staat, Bulgarische Literatur 
u.s.w., bulgarische Baukunst findet sich aber unter dem Buchstaben A: Architektur in Bulgarien 
und bulgarische Musik unter M: Musik in Bulgarien, selbständig ist auch der sog. Katalog Du 
Canges, das älteste Verzeichnis der bulgarischen Erzbischófe angeführt (DjukanZov spisäk, verfaßt 
von I. DusCEv). Man findet auch grundlegende Informationen über einzelne Handschriften- 
sammlungen im Lemma Knigochranilista na slavjanski rákopisi (verfaßt von Borjana CHRISTOVA), 
eine übersicht der altkirchenslawischen (altbulgarischen) Grammatiken (Gramatiki starobdlgarski 
I 521f., verfaBt von P. ILCEv) oder eine Abhandlung über die sog. Kyrillomethodianischen Stein- 
kreuze in Böhmen und Mähren (Krästove kirilo-metodievski II 473f., verfaßt von Mira NACEVA). 
Die kyrillomethodianische Überlieferung (ähnlich wie die Tradition Klemens’ von Ohrid) ist in 
selbständigen Stichwörtern bearbeitet: Kyrill und Method in den bildenden Künsten, Kyrill und 
Method in Musik, Kyrill und Method in den altslawischen Drucken des 15.-17. Jhs., Kyrill und 
Method in der Kunstliteratur. Tschechische Tradition ist im Bereich der literarischen Werke gut 
bearbeitet, bezüglich der bildenden Künste sollten einige Angaben präzisiert werden (z.B. Minia- 
turen in der Handschrift des Johannes von Bludov aus dem Jahre 1466), da die ältere bildende 
Tradition ebenso wie die ältere Literatur den kirchlichen Kult der beiden Heiligen belegt. 

Die Lemmata wurden durchweg von angesehenen Kennern der betreffenden Problematik 
verfaßt. Konstantins Evangelienübersetzung hat im Stichwort Evangelium (1 634-639) noch К. MIR- 
CEV bearbeitet (der restliche Teil stammt von I.DOBREV), die “byzantinischen” Lemmata meinstens 
I. Duscev (einige Ch. Kopov), A. MiNCEVA hat nicht nur die 1978 herausgegebenen kyrillischen 
Bruchstücke behandelt, aber sehr ausführlich und seriös auch die Kiewer Blätter und das Porträt Е. 
V. Mares. Die Musik betreffenden Stichwörter stammen von S. KOZUCHAROV und Elena TONCEVA, 
Literaturgattungen hat vorwiegend Klimentina IVANOVA bearbeitet. Der Aufsatz über Konstantin 
stammt von P. DINEKOV, über Method hat Svetlina NIKOLOVA geschrieben, über Klemens von Ohrid 
K. STANCEV, Verfasser der Klemens-Monographie aus dem Jahre 1988, über Konstantin von 
Preslav Liliana GRASEVA. Eine Reihe von Stichwörtern hat К. Кову bearbeitet (Napisanije o pra- 
véi véré, Alphabetisches Gebet u.a.). Tschechische Problematik wurde größtenteils von den 
Bohemisten I. BUJUKLIEV, Margarita MLADENOVA und Mira NACEVA behandelt. Die Lemmata sind 
sorgfaltig, objektiv und mit Benützung samtlicher zuganglicher Literatur bearbeitet. Dank den bib- 
liographischen Hinweisen, die den einzelnen Stichwórtern angeschlossen sind, ersetzt die 
Enzyklopádie in betráchtlichem Μαβε eine zusammenfassende kyrillomethodianische Bibliogra- 
phie. Unbefangen ist z.B. auch das Lemma Mährische Kyrillomethodianische Literaturschule 
(verfaßt von Iskra CHRISTOVA) oder Anonyme Homilie S. SMEDOVSKIS behandelt. Es ist allerdings 
kaum überraschend, daB M. ANDREEV den kyrillomethodianischen Ursprung des Zakon sudnyj lju- 
dem nicht konzedieren will. Einige kleine Fehler oder Mángel in der Bibliographie lassen sich 
leicht beheben. Im Stichwort Moravismen (II 720) werden die Prager Fragmente ins 12. Jh. einge- 
setzt, obwohl sie aus dem 11. Jh. stammen. Bei dem von D. ANGELOV bearbeiteten Stichwort 
Bogomilismus sind in der Literatur nur bulgarische Werke angeführt; beizufügen wäre vor allem 
die bedeutende Monographie M. Loos', Dualist Heresy in the Middle Ages, Prag 1974. Beim 
Lemma Blatnograd (1 202) konnte auch die (vielleicht ursprüngliche) Benennung Blateneske 
kostel angeführt werden, die in der Chilandar-Handschrift Traktats O pismenech belegt ist. Im 


202 Lemma L. Geitler fehlt die einschlagige, von J. PETR geschriebene Bibliographie und Lebens- 


beschreibung (Leopold Geitler, Prag: Karlsuniversitat 1979). Im Lemma V. Kyas fehlen der 2. und 
3. Teil seiner Staročeská bible (1985 und 1987) wie auch Mamotrekty staropolskie, die er gemein- 
sam mit W. ZUROWSKA-GORECKA in den Jahren 1977-1980 herausgab. 

Die Enzyklopädie ist reichlich mit Aufnahmen der betreffenden Lokalitäten und Handschriften 
sowie mit Bildnissen einzelner Slawisten u.a. illustriert und mit Landkarten und Tabellen der 
Schriften ergánzt. Ihre Ausstattung ist durchaus wohlgeraten. Mann kann sich nun bei den bulgar- 
ischen Slawisten für ihre gute Arbeit bedanken und wünschen, daB ihnen bald móglich ist, sie zu 
Ende zu bringen. 


Emilie Bláhová (Prag) 


Rimskyj Misal - Missale Romanum, hrsg. von Vojtéch TKADLCÍK 
Olomouc: AVE - Nakladatelství olomouckého arcibiskupství 1992, 197 S. 


Mit der Entstehung der modernen Standardsprachen innerhalb der Slavia orthodoxa ging die 
Neufestlegung der Funktionen des Kirchenslavischen einher, das somit zu seiner ursprünglichen 
Bestimmung zurückgelangte, um bis zu unseren Tagen weiterhin als Kirchensprache, vor allem in 
der Liturgie, Verwendung zu finden. Nachdem das Russisch-Kirchenslavische einen nachhaltigen 
Einfluß auf mehrere neue slavische Standardsprachen in den Anfangsphasen ihrer Entwicklung 
ausübte,' hat es auch in der Folgezeit diesen Einfluß nicht eingebüßt, da es von den Slaven des 
byzantinischen Ritus, sowohl von den Orthodoxen als auch von den Unierten, übernommen 
wurde. 

Die kirchenslavische Sprache ist aber genauso wie in der Vergangenheit auch über die 
Grenzen der Slavia orthodoxa hinaus verbreitet, und zwar bei den Kroaten und Tschechen. Ist das 
Kroatisch-Kirchenslavische, das sich auf eine lange, ununterbrochene Tradition stützt, allgemein 
bekannt, so gilt dies vielleicht nicht im gleichen Μαβε für den tschechischen Typus des Neukir- 
chenslavischen. Dieser wurde in den zwanziger Jahren durch einen der besten Forscher auf dem 
Gebiet der kyrillomethodianischen Problematik und der glagolitischen Paläographie, Josef VAJs, 
als Variante des Kroatisch-Kirchenslavischen geschaffen.’ Eine Wende bahnte sich dann im Jahre 
1972 an, als im Zusammenhang mit den Bestimmungen des Zweiten Vatikanischen Konzils über 
die liturgischen Sprachen die erste Edition des tschechisch-kirchenslavischen Missals durch 
Vojtéch TKADLCÍK herausgegeben wurde.^ 

Die hier anzuzeigende zweite Edition, die wir dem gleichen Autor verdanken, wird durch die 
offizielle Genehmigung der liturgischen Verwendung des vorliegenden Missals eróffnet und be- 
steht aus dem Ordo missae cum populo (Mesnij cin s ljudmi, S. 9-72), dem Proprium de sanctis 
(Vlasce o svjatych, S. 73-119) sowie verschiedenen Gebeten und mit Musikalien versehenen litur- 
gischen Dichtungen (S. 120-185). Wir finden im Buch genau die Fragmente aus den ältesten 
t у, М. Zivov, Rol’ russkogo cerkovnoslavjanskogo v istorii slavjanskich literaturnych jazykov, 
in: Aktual’nye problemy slavjanskogo jazykoznanija, pod red. К. V. GoRSKOVA, Moskva 1988, S. 
49-98. 

2 Für eine kurze Beschreibung des neuen Russisch-Kirchenslavischen, s. Е. V. MARES, Die 
neukirchenslavische Sprache des russischen Typus und ihr Schriftsystem, in: P. A. GIL'TEBRANDT, 
Spravoényj i ob”jasnitel’nyj slovar’ k Novomu Zavetu, Nachdruck besorgt von Н. KEIPERT und Е. V. 
Mareš, П: Vedeti-Izimajg, München 1988, S. V-XXXVII. 

* Е. V. MARES, Vajsova česká redakce nové církevní slovanstiny, in: Studia palaeoslovenica, 
Praha 1971, S. 221-225. 

^ Zur ersten Edition s. J. L. TANDARIC, Novi staroslavenski misal, Slovo 23 (1973) 205-210 
(wieder abgedruckt in J. L. TANDARIC, Hrvatsko-glagoljska liturgijska književnost. Rasprave i pri- 
nosi, Zagreb 1993, S. 157-160); zur zweiten G. MINCEV, Or. Chr. Per. 60 (1994) 678-680. 
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kirschenslavischen Denkmälern vor, die auch in der ersten Edition enthalten waren: so kann man 
z.B. unter das Datum des 23. November die Messe zu Ehren des hl. Klemens, die am Anfang der 
Kiever Blatter steht (S. 117 ff.), oder etwas weiter das auf dem Sterbebett vom hl. Konstantin- 
Kyrill gesprochene Gebet, das seiner Lebensbeschreibung entnommen ist (S. 126 f.), lesen. Das 
Buch wird durch einige Seiten abgeschlossen, in denen J. HRDLICKA kurz über die Geschichte (und 
Vorgeschichte) des Buches informiert und V. TKADLCÍK seine Editionsprinzipien sowie die litur- 
gischen Ausspracheregeln des Tschechisch-Kirchenslavischen darlegt. 

Im Unterschied zur ersten Edition, in welcher nur das Vaterunser und das Alphabet in den 
Beilagen mit glagolitischen Lettern gedruckt waren, ist das vorliegende Buch zum größten Teil (bis 
S. 142) in der Glagolica, der immer eine lateinische Transkription gegenübersteht, gesetzt. 
Genauso wie in der Edition von 1972 ahmt dabei das glagolitische Schriftbild die Buchstabenform 
der Kiever Blatter nach, die auch in bezug auf Phonetik und Lexik als Vorbild dienten (s. S. 189). 
Auf dem Plan der Graphematik ist es vielleicht nicht ohne Interesse zu vermerken, daß unter den 
benutzten Graphemen auch das mysterióse sogennante spinnenfórmige ch vorkommt, das ja nur 
aus wenigen sehr alten Handschriften und Denkmälern, wie z.B. dem Evangelium Assemani, dem 
Sinaitischen Psalter und dem Traktat Über die Buchstaben des Mónchs Chrabr, bekannt ist und das 
hier zur Wiedergabe des palatalen [ch] in Fremdwörtern benutzt wird (s. S. 190 f.). 

In seiner Arbeit konnte sich V. TKADLCÍK unter anderem auch auf die Erfahrung der Redaktion 
des Prager Wörterbuches und vor allem auf die Kompetenz und die Kenntnisse des unlängst ver- 
storbenen F. V. MAREŠ verlassen, der einer der besten Spezialisten auf dem Gebiet des 
Neukirchenslavischen war. Der Leser dieser hervorragend gelungenen Veróffentlichung wird auf 
jeder Seite nicht nur die groBe wissenschaftliche Leistung des Autors bewundern, sondern auch 
seine Liebe zu diesem neuen und gleichzeitg alten Zweig der kirchenslavischen Sprache deutlich 
spüren. Wenn ein Rezensent die bescheidene typographische Gestaltung der ersten Edition beto- 
nen mufite? so kann ein Rezensent der zweiten nicht umhin, neben den anderen grundlegenden 
Aspekten sprachwissenschaftlichen, liturgischen und generell kulturgeschichtlichen Charakters, 
auf die sich das Interesse der Spezialisten des Neukirchenslavischen konzentrieren wird, die 
prachtige Gestaltung des vorliegenden Bandes zu loben. Man móchte auch dies als ein Zeichen der 
Lebensfahigkeit der neuen kirchenslavischen Sprache auf bóhmischem und mährischen Boden 
deuten. | 

Giorgio Ziffer (Udine) 


5 SLL TANDARK, op. cit., S. 160. 
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The Miracles of St. Demetrius and the Capture 
of Thessaloniki 


An Examination of the Purpose, Significance and Authenticity of John 
Kaminiates' De Expugnatione Thessalonicae 


Joseph D. C. FRENDO (Cork, Ireland) 


The present study has as its starting point not the controversy centred around a deceptively 
formulated and imperfectly resolved question of authenticity but the complex reality of 
Kaminiates’ text as it purports to be and as we actually have it.! My approach is intended to 
be open-ended, self-explanatory and, if I may allow myself a further metaphor, three-dimen- 
sional. It has been generated by a close reading of the text itself in conjunction with anoth- 
er text, or rather, a set of texts, namely the Miracles of St. Demetrius, which I believe to have 
had a formative influence on certain important aspects of Kaminiates' work. 


The Historical Dimension 


1. The Capture of Thessaloniki without Kaminiates 


At a point in time for which two relatively precise dates, occurring approximately fif- 
teen months apart in different but successive years, may be supplied with the help of Arabic 
sources,? the city of Thessaloniki was captured and sacked after a sea-borne attack by an 
Arab force commanded by Leo of Tripoli, a renegade Christian. 


1 Joannis Caminiatae De Expugnatione Thessalonicae, recensuit Gertrudis BOHLIG, (= CFHB 
Volumen IV, Series Berolinensis) Berlin 1973. Hereafter referred to as Joann. Cam. followed Бу page 
and line numbers of Bóhlig's text. Since, however, her line numbers never go above 95, but simply 
start all over again, in those rare cases where this state of affairs might cause confusion only the rele- 
vant page and section numbers will be given. 


?  [nconnection with these sources frequent reference will be made to the following two volumes: 
i) Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae, 2.1, А.А. VASILIEV, Byzance et les Arabes. Tome II, 1'* 
partie, La Dynastie macédonienne (867-959). Édition frangaise préparée par M. CANARD, Brussels 
1968. 

(ii) Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae, 2.2, A.A. VASILIEV, Byzance et les Arabes. Tome II, La 
dynastie macédonienne (867-959). Edition frangaise préparée par H. GRÉGOIRE et M. CANARD. 
Deuxiéme partie. Extraits des sources arabes, traduits par M. CANARD, Brussels 1950. 

Reference hereafter shall be to CBH Byz 2.1. and 2.2. respectively. 

The dates in question here and the sources that supply them are: 

a) Rabi‘ 2 of A.H. 290/4 March - 1 April 903 (Eutychius, cf CBH Byz. 2.2., p. 26). 

b) А.Н. 290/5 December 902 - 23 November 903 (Mas‘üdi, cf. ibid. p. 404). 

c) Thursday the 10th of the month of Ramadan of A.H. 291 i.e. 26 July 904, given not as the date of 
the capture of the city but of the dispatch of a letter from Raqqa to Baghdad passing on information 
received from Tarsus concerning Leo of Tripoli's capture of Thessaloniki (Tabari, cf. ibid. p. 18-19). 
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However, since the dates in question happen to be March 903 and July 904, the earli- 
er date may be rejected on the grounds that, although no Greek source other than Kaminiates 
names the year, the continuator of Theophanes places his own brief notice of the event 
between the attempt made on the emperor Leo's life in the church of St. Mocius on May 11 
903 and the birth in 905 of the future Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus. 

With a notable lack of interest in the plight of the generality of mankind, Theophanes 
Continuatus informs us that Leo of Tripoli ‘captured the city, seized its general, Leo 
Chitzilakes and wrought great slaughter and bloodshed.'? Doubtless, great numbers of peo- 
ple were taken prisoner but only one other individual is mentioned. He is the cubicularius 
Rhodophyles, an important imperial official, who had been sent to Sicily on public business 
with a large sum of money, and who happened to be in Thessaloniki at the wrong time as 
the result of an illness and had the misfortune of being tortured and put to death by Leo of 
Tripoli for failing to disclose the whereabouts of the money with which he had been entrust- 
ей“ Ў 

Nicholas Mysticus, the Patriarch of Constantinople, in a celebrated sermon on Һе 
Capture of Thessaloniki pronounced from the pulpit of St. Sophia, provides a few general- 
ized and rhetorical glimpses into the magnitude of the disaster: ‘Cities have been emptied, 
men slaughtered like cattle, women wrenched brutally from their spouses' ? Here, again, it 
is perhaps not without significance in terms of the writer's perspective, that the Patriarch 
manages to be rather more explicit about the fate of monks and priests: ‘some are butchered 
others enslaved’.® 

The sum total of the information that may be pieced together from these Greek sources 
is meagre in the extreme and lacking in any kind of precision. Indeed, only the short notices 
in some of the Arabic sources supply us with any of the arithmetic of human misery and dis- 
aster and that of course, from a triumphant and celebratory perspective." 


2. The Capture of Thessaloniki with Kaminiates 


At an unspecified point in time after the fall of Demetrias, the capture of which may, 
not implausibly, be dated to the year 902,8 the protospatharios Petronas, who has been com- 
missioned by the emperor Leo VI to take temporary charge of the defence of Thessaloniki, 
arrives post-haste from Constantinople with intelligence of an impending Arab offensive 


For a discussion of the name Ghulam Zurafa and its identification with Leo of Tripoli, cf. CBH Byz. 
2.2., p. 163-4, n. 2. I have adopted a simplified system of transliteration for Arabic words, diacriticals 
having been omitted for typographical reasons. 

3 Theophanes Continuatus, ed. BEKKER, 1838, p. 368, lines 1-5. 

^ Ibid. lines 6-11. Coverage of this episode is relatively extensive given the general meagreness of 
the account. Interestingly, a further three lines are devoted to another important personage the pro- 
tasecretis Symeon. 

5 Nicholas I Patriarch of Constantinople. Miscellaneous Writings, Greek Text and English 
Translation by L.G. WESTERINK, Dumbarton Oaks Texts Six, 1981, p. 10, lines 46-47 (hereafter DOT 
VI plus page and line numbers). 

6 Jbid., lines 52-53. 

? Cf. especially CBH Byz. 2.2, p. 18-19 and p. 167. 


8 Cf. CBH Byz 2.1, p. 161, n. 1. 


and an urgent message for the citizens to arm themselves with all speed.? Under his instruc- 
tions the citizens begin to construct an underwater fence designed to deny the enemy fleet 
close access to the city. But when the work is only half-finished, his replacement, the strate- 
gus Leo Chitzilakes abandons the plan and directs instead that all efforts should be concen- 
trated on repairing and raising the height of the existing system of fortifications. Owing, 
however, to accidental injury the initiative passes from Leo Chitzilakes to a newly-arrived 
second strategus called Nicetas, who had been sent to assist in the city's defence. 
Meanwhile an Arab attack is imminent, time is running out and Nicetas tries with limited 
success to recruit a force of archers from the neighbouring Sclavenes.!? Although events are 
detailed in an orderly succession, there are no clear indications of time and it is impossible 
to tell whether weeks or months have elapsed, when Kaminiates informs us with great pre- 
cision that the enemy fleet had been sighted ‘at daybreak on Sunday the 29th of July in the 
six thousand four hundred and twelfth year of the Creation'!! (= A.D. 904 according to the 
era of Constantinople). After a brief but desperate resistance lasting just over two days, the 
city falls.!? 

Apart from offering a detailed narrative of his own personal vicissitudes and those of 
his immediate family circle, Kaminiates has much to say about the plight of the ordinary cit- 
izens of Thessaloniki and there are disturbing scenes of mass slaughter and wanton cruel- 
ty.13 Kaminiates, together with his father, his uncle and two younger brothers, is forced to 
witness the massacre of three hundred prisoners in a church.!^ On the way to the harbour, 
they recognize friends and acquaintances among the dead whose bodies litter the streets.'5 
A huge crowd of captives is assembled outside the harbour. All these persons' lives are 
placed in renewed jeopardy as the result of an order emanating from Leo of Tripoli to the 
effect that they must ransom their lives by turning in a sufficient quantity of valuables to 
their captors.!Ó Finally, at noon on the 9th of August, the Arab fleet sets sail laden with trea- 
sure and with its freight of human misery." In the course of their voyage, which eventually 
leads them to the Syrian coast and to Tripoli, they stop off at Crete, where the prisoners are 
disembarked, counted and found to number some twenty-two thousand. Many are sold into 
slavery, including the wife of one of Kaminiates' brothers.!? 

The foregoing abridged and selective account should, I think suffice to give us some 
idea of the wealth of detailed information on the capture of Thessaloniki and its aftermath 
for which Kaminiates is our sole surviving witness. 


? Joann. Cam., p. 16, lines 34-65. 

19 Ibid., p. 16, line 62 - p. 20, line 83. 

п Jbid., p. 22, lines 71-74. 

12 Ibid., p. 33, lines 62-65. 

3 Ibid., p. 37, lines 24-45; p. 40, line 48 - p. 41, line 66. 


м Ibid., p. 45, line 19 ~ p. 46, line 68. For exactly which members of Kaminiates’ family were pre- 
sent on this occasion cf. p. 39, lines 84-87 and p. 48, lines 49-51. 


I5 Тыа, p. 47, lines 27-32. 

16 Ibid., p. 49, lines 76-85; p. 50, lines 26-45. 

17 Jbid., p. 55, lines 24-30. 

135 bid. p. 63, lines 7-24. 207 
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In 1978, however, the distinguished Byzantinist A.P. KAzHDAN published an article 
directly challenging the authenticity of Kaminiates’ work!? and incidentally undermining 
the historical value of its contents.?? He lists no fewer than twenty-two reasons which appear 
to dispose him to a generally sceptical, but far from clearly defined, position. 

Then, in 1981, V. CHRISTIDES published a follow up to KAZHDAN’S article?! in which, 
whilst accepting much of what appears to be the latter’s hypothesis (of which he proposes a 
modified version), he reassesses positively the value of some of the historical information 
contained in Kaminiates' text and demonstrates with considerable erudition and the exper- 
tise of an Arabist the historical basis in fact of one particular and significant detail, which 
KAZHDAN had dismissed as a mere literary cliché. 

In a study published posthumously in 1988, Yannis TSARAs made a spirited attempt to 
prove, by means of a point-by-point rebuttal of KAZHDAN’s objections, the authenticity of 
Kaminiates’ account.?? Yet, such a procedure, which is not without certain obvious disad- 
vantages,?3 has, perhaps, already been pressed by TSARAS to the limits of its usefulness and 
beyond. In consequence of which, the need now, as I see it, is not to enumerate but to cate- 
gorize, not for further debate between scholars but for a return to the text of Kaminiates. 


3. Alleged Anachronisms 


` Whoever seeks to explain apparent incongruities by converting them into genuine 
anachronisms with a view to placing them in a different historical context, into which they 
are thought to fit more easily, must proceed with extreme caution and beware above all of 
confusing authenticity with truth. Such a quest becomes especially difficult to negotiate 
once one enters upon the area of what, on a different reading, might be described as ‘rhetor- 
ical statements which are misleading, inaccurate or in some way economical with the truth’. 
Let us consider, therefore, the following two statements in Kaminiates: 

a) Writing as he does within the overall framework of a letter, Kaminiates claims that 
he is at last complying with a request made by his addressee, Gregory of Cappadocia at the 
time of their joint encounter in captivity for further information about himself, his. family 
and his native city. At which point he embarks upon a lengthy and discursive account of the 
city’s history, location, lay out, material prosperity, cultural attainments and of the rich spir- 
itual and religious legacy which from apostolic times onwards had manifested itself in the 
unbroken transmission and preservation of the orthodox faith.24 In the course of this excur- 
sus he draws upon all the artifices of rhetoric which he has at his disposal and employs the 


13 A. P. KAZHDAN, Some Questions addressed to the scholars who believe in the authenticity of 


Kaminiates' , Capture of Thessalonica ", BZ 71 (1978) 301-314. He had already expressed similar 
views in a letter to Herbert Hunger dated 8.10.1974. Cf. H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane 
Literatur der Byzantiner, Munich 1978, vol. I, p. 359, n. 156. 

20  Art.cit. passim. 

21 V. CHRISTIDES, Once again Caminiates’ „Capture of Thessaloniki“, BZ 74,1 (1981) 7-10. 

2 Y, TsARas, H αυθεντικότητα του Χρονικοῦ του [Ιωάννου Καμενιάτη, Byzantiaka 8 (1988) 43-58. 
23 Ας TSARAS himself was well aware, cf. especially his remark to that effect, art. cit. p. 43, para- 
graph 3. 

24 СЕ Joann. Cam., p. 4, lines 34-37; 5, 81-86 for Gregory's requent and ibid., p. 4, 54 - 13, 37; for 
the full details of this excursus. 


traditional modes of ecphrasis?? and panegyric.” If we bear in mind the context, it should 
not surprise us greatly when, omitting all mention of the war which had taken place between 
Byzantium and Bulgaria in 894-896, Kaminiates asserts effusively that *ever since the sacra- 
ment of baptism had brought the Scythian people into the Christian fold and had made them 
share in the milk of true piety, the tumult of war died down, the murderous blade abandoned 
its work of butchery and the predictions of that mightiest voice of prophesy, Isaiah, were in 
our own times clearly fulfilled: for our swords were transformed into pruning 
hooks and our spears into ploughshares? and war was in no place and peace 
governed all the neighbouring territory and there was no material resource of which we did 
not enjoy a superfluity' 2? Kaminiates did not forget to mention the war of 894-896: he chose 
to ignore 1.2 He was not writing a thumbnail sketch of Byzantine-Bulgarian relations, but 
drawing a contrast, rhetorically, between recent bliss and present misery. It is a contrast 
which is both a dominant motif in his narrative account and an understandable reaction to 
the individual experience of collective disaster. 

b) The next passage in Kaminiates that concerns us now has not, so far as I can ascer- 
tain, been adequately rendered by any existing translation. Accordingly, it will be necessary, 
once again, to attempt to provide one here: “Then she (i.e. the city of Thessaloniki) had a 
succession of bishops who all clung steadfastly to the word of salvation. Constantly pre- 
pared and instructed by them in religious knowledge she relegated devilish and abominable 
errors and opinions and idolatrous mumbo jumbo to those who honour demons. And, pro- 
tecting the faith with the seal of orthodox teaching, she never ever mixed any tare-like plant, 
either heretical or heathen, with the seed the Lord had sown, and preserved pure and unadul- 
terated her piety”.30 

With consciously biblical turns of phrase and expressing himself within the conceptu- 
al framework of the parable immediately following the Parable of the Sower;?! Kaminiates 
makes a single grandiose and sweeping generalization: from apostolic times onwards 
Thessaloniki has kept her Christian faith free from any taint of either heresy or pagan- 
ism/polytheism. 


25 ΟΕ. Gertrud Вӧнис, Die Einnahme Thessalonikes durch die Araber im Jahre 904, р. 119, nI 
(= Byzantinische Geschichtsschreiber, Band XII, 1975). ᾿ 

26 Thus, for instance, he pulls himself up, rhetorically, in the course of this digression, adducing as 
an excuse for his prolixity nostalgia for his native city and his addressee's insistent request for infor- 
mation (Joann. Cam., p. 8, line 96 - p. 9, line 12). Of course, historical reality and rhetorical conve- 
nience are not of necessity mutually exclusive. Each case must be judged on its own merits. 

27 Slightly garbled quotation, but no significance should be read into that, I think. 

28 Joann. Cam., p. 10, lines 57-65. 

29 ΚΑΖΗΡΑΝ 5 long rhetorical question (artcit, р. 301.2): ‘How could any inhabitant of 
Thessalonica at the threshold of the 9th and 10th centuries forget that in 894-896 a war had taken place 
between Bulgaria and Byzantium, particularly since...’ encapsulates a historical fact which, however 
indisputable, can only with dubious logic be made to serve as a touchstone for authenticity in the pre- 
sent context. 

30 Joann, Сат., p. 5, lines 70-77. 

31 Key words used by Kaminiates in this passage аге: 1) ‘Saipovac’ (line 74). 2) 'ζιζανιῶδες᾽ (line 
75). The enemy who sows the tares ('ζιζάνια”) is explained by Jesus in Matthew 13.39 as the devil. 
3) ἀλλόφυλον᾽ (line 75), for which cf. Maccabees H 10.2; Acts 10.28,where the word means ‘gentile’. 
Here, in its Christian adaptation, as elsewhere in Kaminiates (cf. p. 21, 38-39), it means ‘pagan’. For 
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It is, therefore, both pointless and pedantic to ask ourselves?? whether the writer is 
referring here to any particular brand of heresy or whether he is in fact giving us an accu- 
rate account of local ecclesiastical history. He is doing neither. 

Another method by which anachronisms have been read into the text consists of impos- 
ing upon terminology which is no longer fully intelligible a precise meaning known to be 
historically impossible in the context in which it occurs. Thus, when Kaminiates, in the 
course of his dramatic narrative, has himself described by an unnamed bystander as ‘a cler- 
gyman holding an official position in the palace’, the sensible thing would appear to be to 
understand the otherwise unintelligible reference to a palace as referring to the bishop's offi- 
cial residence, especially since there has just been much talk of bishops.3* Of course, a ref- 
erence to the imperial palace is out of the question. No such palace existed in the 10th 
century.?? 

Yet another way of generating anachronisms appears to consist of attributing a precise 
but chronologically inappropriate meaning to a vague literary paraphrase or reminiscence, 
the sort of chameleon-like expression in fact that is capable of developing new meanings 
from context to context, as the following example should illustrate: After reconnoitring a 
while in order to probe the enemy's sea and land defences, the Arab fleet, commanded by 
Leo of Tripoli, found an unobstructed reach of deep water which extended as far as a par- 
ticularly low stretch of defensive wall. From which point of vantage the Arab fleet sailed in 
towards the wall, hurling missiles at the defenders, who replied in kind.36 

This type of skirmishing with the fleet proved inconclusive and was succeeded by the 
landing of a mobile assault party on a coastal strip to the east of the city. This force direct- 
ed its weapons against the defenders of an elevated section of wall, fighting until late into 
the night, when they withdrew to rest on board ship.?? 


the Judaeo-Christian notion associating demons with false gods cf. Psalm 95.5, and for the devil as the 
author and instigator of heresy cf. Eusebius, H.E. VIL. XXXI. Finally, for the particular idiom 
employed in lines 75-6 (πᾶν ζιζανιῶδες .. οὐδέποτε ... σὺὐγκαταμίξασα”) cf. Е. BLASS - A. 
DEBRUNNER, Α Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, transl. by 
Robert W. Funk, Chicago 1961, p. 159, Section 302 (1). 

3 As KAZHDAN (art. cit. p. 302.4) does in order to further his own very special agenda, of course. 
To which end, he produces the translation ‘foreign chaff’, even though the word *Gxvpov' occurs 
nowhere in the passage under discussion and only twice in the New testament (Matthew 3.12 and Luke 
3.17), where it arises in the context of a saying attributed to John the Baptist. Nevertheless, he attempts 
to read into the text evidence of what he sees as a xenophobic allusion to Latin theological influence, 
which he finds to be in keeping with the mindset of the 15th century, within which period he wishes 
to locate both this passage and practically everything else in Kaminiates’ work. 


33 Joann. Cam., p. 48, lines 44-46. 
* Ibid., lines 37-43. 


35 Ας KAZHDAN (art. cit., р. 3011) points out, only to insist that this is precisely what Kaminiates 
means, ergo he did not write in the 10th century. Such a procedure is known, however, in traditional 
logic as petitio principii or ‘begging the question’. Moreover, he raises a similar objection (art. cit., p. 
303.5) in the case of Kaminiates’ father being referred to as ‘exarch of all Hellas’. Perhaps we should 
do well to remind ourselves that, as an eminent scholar and critic once put it, nescire quaedam magna 
pars sapientiae est. 


36 Joann, Cam., p. 24, line 34 - p. 25, line 65. 
37 Ibid., p. 26, line 23 - p. 27, line 33. 


At daybreak on the following day, however, they disembarked and launched a more 
cencerted attack. ‘Concentrating their greatest numbers on the openings in the wall where 
the gates stood, they brought the full weight of their weapons to bear’. At this point in the 
text, however, a considerable difficulty arises. Narrative precision gives way momentarily 
to descriptive vagueness, when Kaminiates continues: ‘Some used bows and arrows, others 
the handmade thunder of stones. Others applied themselves to stone-throwing engines and 
sent giant hailstones of rock hurtling through the аіг”.38 

Before deciding upon a precise meaning for the puzzling phrase ‘handmade thunder of 
stones’ (χειροποίητος βροντὴ τῶν λίθων), it might help to reduce it first to its broadest and 
least specific terms of reference and understand it as *denoting an effect that is artificially 
produced, involves the use of stones as projectiles and sounds like thunder'. The expression 
is first attested in the Miracles of St. Demetrius in a slightly different form, where ‘hand- 
made thunder’ is associated with ‘the hail of stones shot from a stone-throwing engine" 29 

As has been pointed out, three different types of weapon are referred to here: the bow, 
something else, and the petrobolos or stone-throwing engine. A clue to what that something 
was is offered by the following observation from an anonymous sixth-century treatise on 
strategy: ‘Enemy detachments, covering themselves with their shields, often try to approach 
the walls by following behind the siege engines and, some with slings others with arrows, 
try to drive off the men posted on the walls in order to prevent them from damaging the 
machines from above’.*! 

The three types of weapon referred to, then, are: the bow and the sling (both hand- 
held), and the stone-throwing engine D Such a tactic was presumably of short duration and 
employed only until the various offensive weapons were effectively positioned and ready to 
operate; hence its occurrence at one specific point in the narrative. 

Finally, alleged parallels between John Anagnostes’ account of the capture of the city 
in 1430 have been adduced*? as evidence of dependence on this fifteenth century writer and 
therefore of fifteenth century authorship. Just how hazardous such an approach can be is 
well illustrated by the following three examples: 


38 Ibid., p. 27, lines 49-60. 

39 For the Miracles of St. Demetrius the following two volumes have been used: Р. LEMERLE, Les 
plus anciens recueils des Miracles de Saint Demetrius, I: Le Texte, Paris 1979, and II: Commentaire, 
Paris 1981. Abbreviated reference will take the form: Miracula I plus page and line of Greek text 
where relevant and Miracula 2 plus page and other relevant indications. The earlier occurrence in 
Miracula I,, p. 154, lines 26-27 of a similar expression to that used here (loann. Cam., p. 27, lines 57- 
58) was pointed out by KAZHDAN, art. cit., p. 303-304.7. 

4 By KAZHDAN, ibid., p. 303.7. 

^! Three Byzantine Military Treatises. Text, Translation and Notes by G. T. DENNIS, Dumbarton 
Oaks Texts Nine, 1985, p. 40, lines 84-88. 

4  KAZHDAN (art.cit., p. 304), noting the recurrence of the same phrase in an almost identical form 
in John Anagnostes' account of the capture of the city in 1430, where the reference is to Turkish can- 
non, tries unconvincingly to read back the same meaning into Kaminiates. What is more likely to have 
happened here is that the original colourful but imprecise expression has, once again, taken on anoth- 
er meaning in another context. 


4 By ΚΑΖΗΡΑΝ, art. cit., p. 311-312.20, a-k. 
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a) The enemy have just burst into the city, scattering the terrified population and sow- 
ing death and destruction wherever they go. Kaminiates declaims: ‘What shall I say first 
about the women, who forced the very air to join them in lamentation? They insisted on cry- 
ing out, on wailing, on embracing their children. Overwhelmed by grief, they no longer 
cared to observe the proprieties or to withdraw themselves from the sight of the men'.^* 
Kaminiates then goes on to tell us that even young women of marriageable age took part in 
this spectacle of public lamentation. Anagnostes repeats the ‘shocking’ detail about young 
women of marriageable age. But, let us, for a moment, consider what the sixth-century his- 
torian Agathias has to say about what happened when a terrible earthquake struck 
Constantinople in December 557. ‘Large numbers of women and not just members of the 
lower classes but even persons of breeding and distinction roamed about and mingled freely 
with the men; the ordered structure of society with its due observance of decorum and 
respect for privilege and the proper distinctions of rank was thrown into wild confusion and 
trampled underfoot’. 

Clearly, what is common to all three passages is the concurrence of a sociological con- 
stant with an accidental variable of catastrophic proportions. Throughout the course of nine 
centuries the same notion about the need to keep decent women out of the public eye has 
remained unchanged. Perhaps, that is stating the obvious, but it needs to be stated here. 

b) Another alleged parallel is the successive arrival of three messengers each bearing 
news of the approach of the enemy. Starting with Anagnostes, the alleged source, the situa- 
tion may be summarized as follows: Just when the majority of the citizens are chafing over 
their inability to surrender the city to the Turks and thus avoid the horrors of a sack, a mes- 
senger arrives with news that Murad is already on the march against them with a vast army. 
The news meets with a mixed reception: some are ready to believe it, others, especially the 
Latins (ie. the Venetians), are not.* Not long after that, however, another messenger 
(ἕτερος ἄγγελος) arrives with the same tidings, which he confirms with oaths, thus con- 
vincing even the Latins. An attempt is then made to complete such defensive measures as 
are already in place, man the fortifications and prepare for the impending attack.* then, a 
few days later, a third messenger (τρίτος ἄγγελος) arrives with news of the close proximi- 
ty of the enemy forces and of their immense numbers.*® Anagnostes’ account undoubtedly 
contains three unnamed and unspecified messengers but does Kaminiates'? The answer to 
that question must be sought in the following summary: 

Though well aware of the Arab menace, the citizens of Thessaloniki have failed to 
learn, either from the recent fate of others or from the repeated warnings of heaven, to mend 
their evil ways.*$? Whereupon a messenger arrives from the emperor with intelligence of a 


*^ Joann. Cam., p. 35, lines 60-63. 


45  Agathiae Myrinaei Historiarum Libri Quinque. Recensuit В. KEYDELL ( CFHB vol. 2), Berlin 
1967, p. 167, lines 16-19. 

46 Ἰωάννου Αναγνώστου Διήγησις περὶ τῆς τελευταίας ἁλώσεως τῆς Θεσσαλονίκης, ed. У. TSARAS, 
Thessaloniki 1958, p. 12, lines 5-13. 

47 bid, p. 12, line 19 - p. 14, line 25. 

55 Ibid., p. 16, lines 1-6. 

4 Joann Cam, р. 15, lines 3-5. 


planned Arab attack on the city. This man has a definite name, Petronas, the official rank 
of protospatharius and a definite but temporary mandate: to help in the defence of the city.5! 
His ingenious plan of action, however, is only half finished,’ when he is replaced by the 
strategus Leo, sent expressly by the emperor to take over from him. This Leo, whose arrival 
is signalled by the words: *another man came, he too sent by the emperor', brings no mes- 
sage with him; so that, strictly speaking, he is not a messenger. Instead, he rushes into action 
with his own defensive scheme, thus frustrating a plan that seemed to offer the best hope of 
safety.? In the meantime an unspecified number of presumably unofficial reports 
(ἀγγελίαι), ever more frequent and ever more alarming reach the notice of the citizens. 
These concern the relentless and unstoppable nature of the enemy advance, their numbers, 
the scale of their armaments, their lust for bood, ethnic composition and ever closer prox- 
imity. These tidings struck terror and dismay into the hearts of the citizens.°* At which point, 
we are told that, *a messenger arrived with even more horrific news: he intimated that a bar- 
barian attack was imminent’. He was in fact another strategus, called Nicetas, who had been 
sent out to assist Leo 27 But Kaminiates has a fourth, anonymous (ἠκέ τις), bringer of the 
most dramatic message of all, namely that the enemy fleet has just been sighted at the neck 
of land known as the Ecbolos.56 

Thus, whereas Anagnostes' three messengers have, as it were, only speaking parts, 
Kaminiate' first three messengers participate in events in their respective official capacities. 
Moreover, they also belong (as will be seen later) to both the philosophico-religious and lit- 
erary dimensions of Kaminiates’ work. In any case, there are not three but at least four 
messengers in all in Kaminiates. The alleged parallel does not hold. It does not even exist. 

c) That in both accounts ‘the city was taken by the enemy in the third hour’ is thought 
to be too much of a coincidence.?? In point of fact, Thessaloniki fell to the Turks on the third 
hour of Wednesday the 29th of March 1430,58 whereas it fell to the Arabs on the third hour 
of Tuesday the 31st of July 904.5? Given the difference in time of year, the third hour does 
not represent the same time of day. Even the duration of the two sieges is not the same. That 
they both began on a Sunday 0 is unlikely to have happened by chance. Warfare is a 
thouroughly nasty business and the enemy's holy day must have been a favourite time for 
the start of an attack. 


50 Ibid., p. 16, lines 34-43. 
51 Ibid. p. 16, lines 58-62. 
52 Ibid., p. 17, lines 76-94. 
3 Ibid., p. 17, line 94 - p. 18, line 7. 
54 Ibid., p. 18, lines 14-32. 


55 Ibid. p. 18, lines 33-38. Even were we to choose to understand ‘тоу ἤδη λεχθέντων᾽ (lines 33- 
34) as masculine rather neuter plural (both interpretations are possible), the strategus Leo would only 
now become ‘a messenger, retrospectively, through the present mention of a messenger more terrify- 
ing than those already referred to’. 


56 Ibid., p. 22, lines 71-78. 

57 Cf. KAZHDAN, art. cit., p. 312.20.g. 

58 Anagnostes, ed. TSARAS, p. 34, lines 31-33; р. 36, lines 25-27. 
5 loann. Cam., p. 31, lines 19-23 and p. 33, lines 62-66. 

9€ Joann. Cam., p. 22, lines 73-4; Anagnostes, p. 16, lines 7-8. 


213 


4. Α Case of disputed Chronology | 


A short but precious piece of evidence concerning the capture of Thessaloniki has been 
preserved in the world history of Kaminiates' illustrious contemporary, Tabari. In it we are 
afforded a glimpse not only of the opposing viewpoint - that of the victors in war and antag- 
onists in religion - but of the kind of resonance this event appears to have produced in dis- 
tant Baghdad®!: ‘And at the end of the month of Ramadan of this year (i.e. А.Н. 291/24 
November 903 - 12 November 904) a letter arrived from Abu Ma‘dan in Raqqa to the effect, 
so it was said, that the news had come his way from Tarsus that God had granted victory to 
the man known as Ghulam Zurafa in a raid which he had carried out against the Romans (i.e. 
Byzantines) at this time, on Antáliya.2 They claimed that it was on a par with Constan- 
tinople (this city too was on the seacoast) and that Ghulam Zurafa conquered it forcibly with 
the sword and killed, so it was said, five thousand men and took a like number captive. And 
of the prisoners he rescued four thousand persons,® and he seized sixty ships belonging to 
the Romans and loaded them up with the silver and gold and possessions and slaves that he 
took as booty. And he fixed the share of each man who participated in this campaign: It 
amounted to one thousand dinars. Whereat the Muslims rejoiced. „And I made haste“, (he 
wrote), „with this letter of mine in order that the vizier might be informed thereof“. And he 
wrote64 (the letter) on Thursday the 10th of the month of Ramadan’. 

Since the 10th of Ramadan of the year A.H. 291, the date given here for Abu 
Ma‘dan’s letter written to inform the vizier in Baghdad® of Leo of Tripoli’s® capture of 
Thessaloniki, corresponds to the 26th of July 904 in our system of reckoning, there is an 
obvious discrepancy between this statement of Tabari’s and the date (July 31st 904) given 


9! For Tabari’s weltanschauung cf. the remarks of F. ROSENTHAL, А History of Muslim 
Historiography (second edition), Leiden 1968, p. 134-135. The English translation that follows in the 
text is my own and is based on DE GOEJE's edition of the Arabic original (Tertia Series IV, p. 2250). 


62 This is the form of the place name in DE GOEJE's text. In his apparatus he gives as the manuscript 
reading of C the nonsensical Ankakiya (misprint for Antakiya?). In any case the only place that can be 
described as on a par with Constantinople is Thessaloniki. The question has been dealt with exhaus- 
tively in H. GREGOIRE, Le communiqué arabe sur la prise de Thessalonique (904), Byzantion 22 
(1952) 373-378. It does not merit further discussion. 

63 The slightly confusing reference is, of course, to Muslims captured by the Byzantines. The con- 
tinuator of Tabari adds the detail that these are in fact Muslim prisoners (Tabari Continuatus, ed. DE 
GOEJE, р. 6, line 15). 

64 The French translation (CBH Byz., 2.2, р. 19) somewhat misleadingly continues here as though 
there were no return at this point back from first to third person narrative, but the Arabic word here is 
kataba not katabtu. Whatever its source, this last piece of information is supplied by Tabari in his 
own persona. 

65 Abū Ma‘dan was not pace TSARAS (art. cit., p. 46) ‘an Arab corsair who had been present at the 
capture of Thessaloniki'. Nothing appears to be known about him beyond this single mention in Tabari 
and subsequent reworkings thereof. He is the transmiter in writing of a message which had probably 
been delivered orally (there is no mention of any other letter). In passing it on to Baghdad he is, pre- 
sumably, acting in some sort of official capacity. It is clear from his quoted first person statement that 
he was not dealing directly with the vizier and his remark about writing in haste sounds like a polite 
and deferential request to whoever he was dealing with to pags on his letter to a higher authority as 
quickly as possible. 


214 % For the identification cf. footnote 2 ad finem. 


by Kaminiates in his account for the fall of the city. How is this discrepancy to be 
explained?67 

H. GREGOIRE®® attempted to bring Tabari's date into line with that of Kaminiates by 
suggesting that the Arab historian or his source erroneously antadated the event by one 
month, presumably writing Ramadan for Shawwal. This is unlikely to have been the case, 
since Ramadan is a rather special month and it figures twice in a mutually reinforcing con- 
text in the short passage just translated. Marius CANARD’s suggestion of reading the 20th 
instead of the 10th of Ramadan” is much more attractive since it merely involves the rela- 
tively mechanical substitution of one word in two formulaic expressions, i.e. li 'ashrin baqi 
na instead of li ‘ashrin khalawna.”! The resultant time frame is tight, but not necessarily 
impossible. 

There is, however, a third way out, which entails neither rejection nor reconciliation. 
We learn from Kaminiates that Leo of Tripoli knew well in advance just how vulnerable the 
city of Thessaloniki was to a sea-born attack."? We learn also, from the Byzantine sources, 
that he had, perhaps overambitiously, set his sight at first on the capture of Constantinople 
itself.73 Having failed in his original goal, he was probably at this stage under considerable 
pressure to get results quickly in order to make good in some other way his initial promise 
or boast. There are, moreover, indications in Kaminiates that he had overconfidently mis- 
judged the situation, expecting that Thessaloniki would capitulate without offering any seri- 
ous resistance.7^ It might be well to remind ourselves also of just who Leo of Tripoli was: а 
renegade Christian turned Muslim, a man of questionable status in the society of his adop- 
tion and the commander of a motley crew of cut-throats and desperados. On the eve of his 
victory, his own men were already planning to kill him and sail back home in the event of 
his failing to find some quick way of capturing the city and breaking the stubborn and unex- 
pected resistance of its defenders.’> In such circumstances, it is not inconceivable that he had 
sent word that the city was already in his hands even before he set sail to attack it.76 


67 KAZHDAN’S question (art. cit., p. 302.3) ‘which of the two dates is to be preferred?,' is scarcely 
worth answering. H. GREGOIRE (art. cit., p. 378) had already made it abundantly clear how and why 
the Greek author's date was to be preferred. 

68 Αγ. cit., p. 374 sqq. 

$9 Ibid., p. 378. 

70 CBH Byz 2.1, p. 172, п. 2. 

7! For the particular method of dating, grammatical constructions and phraseology that concern us 
here cf. W. WRIGHT, A Grammar of the Arabic Language (3rd edition reprinted), Cambridge 1971, 
Part 3, p. 248-249. 

7 Joann. Cam., р. 16, lines 40-43. 

73 Theophanes Continuatus, ed. BEKKER (Bonn Corpus) p. 366, lines 11-20 and Nicholas I Patriarch 
of Constantinople. Letters. Greek Text and English Translation by R.J.H. JENKINs and L. G. 
WESTERINK, Dumbarton Oaks Texts Two, 1973, p. 164, lines 138-144 (hereafter DOT II plus page and 
line numbers). 

74 loann. Cam., p. 27 lines 44-48. 

75 Ibid. p. 30, lines 59-62. 

76 А comparison of the figures of those slain and taken prisoner given in Tabari with those given by 
Kaminiates and then with those given by Sibt ibn al-Jawzi (whose information is of great value in this 
regard and seems to reflect not the statements made in Leo of Tripoli's message but facts ascertained 
after the arrival in Syria of the victorious Arab fleet and its human cargo) is revealing: Five thousand 
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5. One Genuine Anachronism? 


The pious imagination, as evidenced in the earliest collection of the Miracles of St. 
Demetrius, appears to have endeavoured, towards the end of the sixth century," to provide 
the saint’s probably unlocated relics’® with an obscure and uncertain resting place some- 
where underground beneath his basilica, whilst at the same time forestalling any attempt to 
discover their exact whereabouts, by investing them with an awesome and terrifying aura of 
untouchability.”? Yet, despite this early reticence, there occurred at some point in time a rev- 
olution in the cult of St. Demetrius whereby, like so many other martyrs, he too became 
especially venerated for the abundance of fragrant oils that exuded from his remains. That 
revolution is attested, among other things, by his new title 'μυροβλύτης᾽. This word is not 
uncommon in later writers but our only evidence for its existence in the tenth century is a 
single instance in Kaminiates.®° It seems not unreasonable, therefore, to wonder what event 
can have occasioned so remarkable a change in the earlier practice of the cult. Perhaps, a 
clue is offered by the following words spoken by a contemporary of Kaminiates, the patri- 
arch of Constantinople Nicholas I, in a homily on the capture of Thessaloniki: ‘Alas for the 
heaviest of my woes: the relics of the saints, after all their many struggles, are now mocked 
and mangled by the profane, and even after death they suffer a second martyrdom’ 8) 

It may well be that the Arab desecration was the turning point and that in their acts of 
pillage and relentless search for buried treasure the brutal minions of Leo of Tripoli forced 
the saint's relics, real or imagined, to emerge above ground, where they later became the 
recipients of that standard form of veneration from which they had been hitherto exempt. It 
that were so, then, Kaminiates' one instance of the saint's new title would indeed be a gen- 
uine anachronism. However, given the late date of all the extant manuscripts, 82 it would not 
be at all surprising if this isolated example were a mere scribal addition. The saint is in fact 


killed and the same number taken prisoner according to Tabari, but a figure of thirty thousand captives 
and fifteen thousand slain in Sibt ibn al-Jawzi (cf. CBH Byz., 2,2, p. 167) against Kaminiates’ twenty- 
two thousand prisoners and an unspecified multitude slain. All these figures taken together suggest the 
possibility of an initial very conservative estimate made by Leo of Tripoli in relative ignorance of what 
the true figures would be. Strikingly, both Tabari and the later Arab historian,who appears to have pre- 
served otherwise lost early material, agreed on the number of four thousand Muslim captives rescued. 
Perhaps these men had already been rescued byLeo in the course of his earlier raids on the islands and 
coast of the Aegaean prior to the capture of Thessaloniki. 

7! [n response to a request from the emperor Maurice (Miracula I, p. 89, lines 7-14) for a relic of 
the saint, bishop Eusebius of Thessaloniki explains (ibid., p. 89, line 25-p. 90, line 7) that the cult of 
St. Demetrius is different in this respect and tells the story of how, when an attempt was made to 
accede to a similar request from the emperor Justinian by digging under the church in the hope of 
locating the saint's remains, an apparition of fire was seen and a warning voice heard telling the 
would-be-excavators to desist. 


78 Cf. Miracula 2, p. 214. 


79 That (apart from providing a credible pretext for turning down an emperor's request) appears to 
have been the purpose of the cautionary tale referred to in n. 77. 


3 Joann. Cam., p. 5, line 66. 

8 DOT VI, p. 10, lines 53-55. 

82 ΟΕ KAZHDAN, art. cit., p. 309 (16) - p. 310. 

8 Joann.Cam., p. 10, lines 51-52, 12, 19-20 and 21-29-30. 


named on three other occasions in Kaminiates'text, where he simply receives the usual titles 
familiar to readers of the early Miracula.83 


The Philosophico-Religious Dimension 


Just as Constantinople turned increasingly to her supernatural defenders* as the sixth 
century drew to a close and was to do so still more in the face of the even greater perils that 
threatened the empire with extinction during the reign of Heraclius, so too the Miracles of 
St. Demetrius testify to a growing belief in Thessaloniki as a city not only under the condi- 
tional protection that God in Judaeo-Christian tradition habitually extends to the righteous, 
but also under a very special kind of protection, apparently assured her by the unfailing 
intercession of her patron saint. But, whereas the God-guarded city on the Bosphorus sur- 
vived as the power centre of an empire with undiminished pretensions to universal sover- 
eignty, Thessaloniki lived out its own God-guarded existence under the protective shadow 
of St. Demetrius in a spirit of religious devotion and faith which had its roots in a profound 
sense of local patriotism.36 That faith was to be rudely shaken by the events of 904 and by 
a sudden and traumatic experience of abandonment and defeat. For faith to be reinstated 
some explanation would have to be offered. Two rather different contemporary attempts to 
explain the problem of the capture of Thessaloniki have in fact survived. They merit com- 
parison. 


1. Kaminiates’ Explanation of the Conduct of St. Demetrius 


The close relationship that obtains between Kaminiates’ account of the capture of 
Thessaloniki and the early collections of the Miracles of St. Demetrius is one that goes 
beyond mere thematic and literary dependence: both have their own stories to tell and both 
seek to relate the experiences of history within a common framework of philosophical and 
religious interpretation. Yet, Kaminiates' account is not so much the descendant as the coun- 
terpart of the early Miracula. Whilst the theme of deliverance extended and catastrophe 
averted dominates the Miracula, that of deliverance withheld and catastrophe endured per- 
vades the work of Kaminiates. The Miracula often toy with the unthinkable but it falls to 
the lot of the otherwise unknown John Kaminiates to describe it, account for it and some- 
how come to terms with it. In the Miracula, St. Demetrius is the intercessor who storms 
heaven and the patron and protector who intervenes personally on behalf of his fellow citi- 
zens in moments of extreme peril. In Kaminiates, he is conspicuous by his absence. In one 


9^ For a brief but illuminating overview cf. М. H. BAYNES, The Supernatural Defenders of 
Constantinople, AB 67 (1949) 165-177. 


85 Cf. especially Miracula, p. 184, line 14 - р. 185, line 2. 


86 The tale of the blasphemous eparch (Miracula, p. 119, line 15 - р. 120, line 19) is a case in point. 
Not only was this high-ranking government official (he was prefect of Illyricum), whose name is 
deliberately withheld, arrogant and disdainful towards his fellow men but he imposed an impossible 
task on some of the good citizens of Thessaloniki. Having tried in vain to convince him of their inabil- 
ity to carry out his orders, they called upon St. Demetrius to witness the truth of their words. Prompted 
by the devil, the eparch had the temerity to retort that he would not be at all surprised if the saint were 
colluding with his fellow citizens. He is, of course, suitably chastised and humbly acknowledges the 
error of his ways. 
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type of narrative, the human agents act as a foil for the mighty deeds of the saint, in the other 
they are left to their own devices. 

Both Kaminiates and the Miracula share a teleological view of history which seeks to 
eliminate the role of chance®’ and even those individual choices which, though morally 
indifferent, may have either harmful or beneficial consequences must somehow be accom- 
modated to a preconceived framework of providential history in which the material world is 
a battle ground between good and evil and where even the faithful Christian is constantly 
threatened with the temporary loss of divine protection as a punishment for moral failure. 
Thus, what on a different view of things might be regarded as two purely fortuitous events 
receive a very similar treatment in both works. Kaminiates, for instance, narrates in some 
detail how, when the strategus Leo went forward on horseback to greet his newly arrived 
adjutant Nicetas (also on horseback), the general's horse took fright, while the two men 
were exchanging courtesies, and threw its rider to the ground injuring him badly.$® A nasty 
accident? Nothing of the kind! Kaminiates took care to preface his account by remarking 
that ‘there occurred through the contrivance of the foul fiend the following event’.8? 

Similarly, in the Miracula, after some of the inhabitants of the beleaguered city, forti- 
fied by Divine Providence through the intercession of St. Demetrius, have successfully 
made a well-timed sally and are safely back behind their walls, the raised portcullis which 
had readmitted them suddenly gets stuck and refuses to be lowered.’ A most unfortunate 
accident? Well, not exactly. The writer has in fact already been at pains to point out that 
what happened was ‘brought about through the machinations of the spiteful and malignant 
demon.?! 

Equally, when we move to the category of morally indifferent choices, Kaminiates 
relates how Petronas has an ingenious plan for preventing the Arab fleet from getting close 
enough to the city to do any real damage, which he has not stayed long enough to see 
through when his replacement, Leo, arrives. He, instead, opts for a different, more obvious, 
strategy: that of repairing and raising the height of the city's defensive walls.??. Clearly, 
Leo's decision was mistaken because there simply was not enough time left to implement it 
satisfactorily. Yet, the question turns ош, оп a moment’s reflection, to be rather more com- 
plicated than that. If Petronas had opted for the more obvious strategy in the first place,” 
perhaps its continuation by Leo would have led to its successful implementation. 
Kaminiates, however, views these matters quite differently: ‘And indeed it (i.e. Petronas’ 
plan) would have been accomplished and would have guaranteed the city complete securi- 
ty, so that ships would not have been able to get anywhere near in order to do their damage, 
except that owing to our wickedness this too was prevented and 
came to nothing.™ 


87 Cf. Miracula L, p. 80, lines 4-7, where it is stated that the belief in chance is a pagan notion which 
has no place in Christian thought. 


38 Joann. Cam., р. 19, lines 40-50. 
89 Ibid., р. 18, line 38 - p. 19, line 40. 
90 Miracula I, p. 152, line 18 - p. 153, line 20. 
91 Тыа, p. 153, lines 13-14. 
92 Joann. Cam., р. 16, line 56 - p. 18, line 14. 
53 Which, incidentally, the citizens had themselves wished to adopt (cf. ibid., lines 56-58). 
218 % Ibid.,p. 17, lines 85-89. Conversely, Kaminiates sees the hand of Providence at work in a practi- 


Of course, a whole range of disasters, earthquakes, famine, pestilence, barbarian 
attacks, etc., are seen in both works as instances of Divine Retribution for generally sinful 
behaviour and repeated acts of wickedness on the part of the inhabitants of Thessaloniki. 
But, in the Miracula, whereas the city is often on the brink of destruction, St. Demetrius is 
always there to rescue it at the eleventh hour. Such dramatic rescues are sometimes preced- 
ed by tearful scenes of supplication. Significantly, Kaminiates places just such a scene 
before the announcement that the Arab fleet has finally arrived. There follows a long and 
heartfelt prayer to St. Demetrius recited by the weeping crowd that throngs his church. But 
this time, Kaminiates tells us, the saint's intercession was ineffective and, by way of expla- 
nation, he reverses the manner in which the same quotation from Jeremiah 7.16 was manip- 
ulated in the Miracula in the context of a silent prayer to God, which Christ in his mercy, 
reads imprinted on the hearts of the panic-stricken citizens: ‘We know that he, being the 
merciful patron that he is, is offering up prayers of supplication to you on our behalf. But 
may he not, oh God, hear from you what you once said in answer to Jeremiah: offer no 
prayer for this people; for I will not listen to you’.® Kaminiates’words, 
instead, are: ‘Yet, all the while our sins stood in the way and interposed a formidable barri- 
er, which prevented the martyr's intercessions from inclining God's favour towards us. He 
was told, as was right, the same thing as Jeremiah of old had been told when he prayed on 
behalf of Israel, though it was unworthy of receiving God's compassion: offer no 
prayer for this people; for I will not listen to уои’. 


2. Nicholas Mysticus’ Explanation of the Conduct of St. Demetrius 


Not long after the news of the disaster must have reached Constantinople, Nicholas 
Mysticus delivered from the pulpit of the Great Church a sermon on the capture of 
Thessaloniki. The Patriarch starts off by singling himself out for condemnation, as he 
reminds his audience of what he had told them in a recent sermon and was now telling them 
again, namely that his own transgressions are the reason why God's people no longer enjoys 
God's favour. F it he moves rapidly from self-condemnation to a general condemnation of 
his entire congregation on the grounds that they too are human beings and as such inevitably 
subject to sin. HI As he rings the changes оп the time-honoured theme of Divine Retribution 
and on the transgressor's prayers rendered inoperative by his own transgressions, he moves 
from a collective examination of conscience? to a rapid survey of the consequences of hav- 
ing lost God's friendship. These are the recent cases of crop failure and torrential rain and 
the undeserved s..ccesses of the Arabs.? The perspective is that of Constantinople but the 


cal decision with beneficial consequences taken at a moment of extreme danger (cf. ibid., p. 38, lines 
74-79). 

?5 Miracula 1, p. 149, lines 27-29. 

96 Joann. Cam., p. 22,lines 61-67. 

7 DOT VI, p. 8, lines 1-10. 

98 Ibid., p. 8, lines 10-18. 


?9 Ibid., р. 10, lines 30-45. Elsewhere, however, in a different context and with а different axe to 
grind, he blames a whole series of military disasters, including the capture of Thessaloniki, on the 
incompetence of the central government. For which cf. DOT II, p. 326, lines 51-66. 
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mentality is that the Miracula. Indeed, as the grand sweep of the Patriarch's rhetoric con- 
tinues, St. Demetrius himself is apostrophized and asked what has become of his invincible 
aid in battle and why he has allowed his own city to be sacked. Men must seek that answer 
in their consciences, we аге told.!9 However, the Patriarch is more obliging than that, for 
he proceeds immediately to give us that answer, cast rhetorically in the first person of imag- 
inary direct speech. 

In view of the similarity of the thought world from which it emerges the explanation 
which the Patriarch puts into the mouth of St. Demetríus is surprisingly different from that 
offered by Kaminiates. It runs roughly as follows: filled with anguish at the sinful behav- 
iour of the citizens, which constituted a standing outrage to their common Lord, the saint 
became so absorbed in the sufferings of his master that he paid no heed when the city under 
his protection was sacked, not even noticing indignities done to himself and his fellow ser- 
vants. Just as a man will forget all else in order to defend his king when he sees him in dis- 
tress, so too is the conduct of St. Demetrius on this occasion to be explained.!?! In other 
words, the intercessor was not overruled, he merely forgot to intercede. This is the precise 
opposite of Kaminiates’ explanation. 102 

At the top of the ecclesiastical pyramid and still enjoying a special relationship with the 
source of all temporal power, the Patriarch in fact sees matters in a very different light. In 
this most public of utterances (it is, after all, a sermon), which is cast in the form of a call 
to repentance, he seems to be chiefly concerned with reasserting the power and upholding 
the prestige of St. Demetrius. And if, on a closer view, it reveals itself to be a shallow piece 
of rhetoric almost entirely devoid of human interest and sympathy, that too should perhaps 
come as no surprise. 


The Literary Dimension 


It is generally agreed that writing and literature are not necessarily synonymous. But 
my concern here is with the function of a particular piece of writing and not with the gener- 
ic description of what at a given historical moment may or may not be thought to constitute 
literature, nor indeed am I concerned with the evolution of a particular body of writings in 
the sense of a history of literature, literary movements or tendencies. 


1. Forgery or Fiction? 


It is not without a certain embarrassment that I bring the mention of Professor 
KAZHDAN'Ss article out of the footnotes and back into the text. Whilst disagreeing profound- 
ly with many of its approaches and most of its conclusions, the present article owes not just 


10 DOT VI, p. 10, line 56 - р. 12, line 63. 

101 Jhid., p. 12, lines 64-81. 

102 And contrary to the spirit of the Miracula, where in one instance St. Demetrius even chooses to 
ignore the bidding of two heavenly messengers who warn him to leave the city now earmarked for 
destruction. His refusal to comply wins a last-minute reprieve for Thessaloniki (cf. Miracula I, p. 162, 
line 21 - p. 164, line 6. 


its entire raison d’étre but much also of what it has set out to discover to the initial impetus 
provided by that seminal work.!® 

But, to return to some of the implications of KAZHDAN’s article, forgeries are not usu- 
ally produced without some interested motive, leaving aside the case of mere fun and games, 
which seems singularly inappropriate here. Moreover, since Kaminiates' existence is known 
only from this one work, the obvious presumption must be that he too has been invented 
along with the work that goes under his name. We would then be dealing not with a case of 
forgery but with a work of fiction. 

But, what kind of fiction and written with what end in view? Here KAZHDAN tentative- 
ly suggests that we might perhaps read into a short autobiographical passage in Kaminiates’ 
text a punning reference to the fifteenth-century work of John Апарпоѕіеѕ.!0 He further 
suggests that Kaminiates' work ‘was written as an antithesis to Anagnostes’ History, which 
was marked by latent pro-turkish tendency’.!°5 That would make the work into a sort of 
coded message whose purpose was to remind the reader just how badly the Turks had been 
behaving themselves in recent times by telling the story of just how beastly the Arabs had 
been five centuries earlier! 

Apart from the inherent improbability of such a notion, there seems to be no evidence 
of such an understanding of the text on the part of the contemporary (i.e. according to 
KAZHDAN’s hypothesis fifteenth-century) reader. We have occasional marginal notes in the 
two most important extant manuscripts, belonging to the fifteenth and early sixteenth cen- 
turies respectively.!96 Apart from short indications of content, the burden of these comments 
is what a thoroughly edifying work this is, a sentiment admirably echoed by the subscriptio 
at the end of the text which tells us what a power of good whoever reads it will do his soul, 
especially if he happens to be a native of Thessaloniki.!°7 


2. The Nature nad Purpose of Kaminiates’ Narrative Account 


John Kaminiates' account is the work of a victim and survivor of a mass deportation 
who writes from his present place of confinement, where he awaits the uncertain outcome 
of an eventual exchange of prisoners upon which his own survival will probably depend.!98 
He has lived through horrendous scenes of terror and brutality and he writes, through the fil- 
tre of recent recollection and present anxiety, an account in epistolary form! of his and his 
family's experiences to date. This ‘letter’ is addressed to a certain Gregory of Cappadocia, 
like him a victim of war, though not of the capture of Thessaloniki. This Gregory, presum- 


103 Ап activity may be said to be seminal even when it consists in sowing the seeds of doubt. Such 
observations sometimes perform a valuable service of wider scope than but analogous to that per- 
formed by so-called ‘unnecessary’ conjectures in textual criticism. 


104 Art. cit, p. 312, К. 

105 pid. р. 314. 

106 Ioann. Cam., BOHLIG’s Introduction ХХ-ХХІ. 
107 Тыа, XVI-XX and p. 68, lines 20 sqq. 

108 Jbid., р. 67, sections 8 and 9. 


109 Perhaps it would be more accurate to speak of ‘an epistolary frame’, since the whole account is 
cast in the form of a single gigantic letter. 
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ably now at liberty, has written to Kaminiates asking him for the account, which he, 
Kaminiates, has at last been prevailed upon to write, a task which he, nevertheless, profess- 
es to be beyond his limited intellectual powers. Kaminiates is in fact by no means the unlet- 
tered simpleton which, with conventional humility and with the deference of a relatively 
low-ranking cleric addressing a relatively high ranking one, he makes himself out to be. It 
is also true that such shows of reluctance were standard rhetorical practice. But no set of 
rhetorical rules and conventions, however elaborate or however comprehensive, is capable 
of deflecting the course of history; and the meeting of the general with the particular does 
not result in the obliteration of the latter by the former. Pending evidence to the contrary, 
then, I shall take these authorial statements to be true and accept that special circumstances 
made a writer out of Kaminiates. Since catastrophe throws all conventional expectations 
into the wildest turmoil, it makes little sense to seek to define this kind of writing in terms 
of traditional literary genres. No such attempt will be made here. 

Kaminiates also states repeatedly that the tragedy of Thessaloniki should serve as a 
warning to others, as a source of enlightenment for posterity.!!° Thus, his work has a sec- 
ond, didactic and edifying, purpose, openly stated on occasion and interpenetrating his nar- 
rative in various guises. The role of the three military advisers (Petronas, Leo and Nicetas) 
sent out from Constantinople is a case in point. As the unwitting promoters of a preordained 
scheme of Divine Retribution they belong to the philosophico-religious dimension of 
Kaminiates’ narrative account. But in the rhetoric of Kaminiates’ dramatic narrative they are 
both the messengers and the enactors of a certain tragic inevitability in which the course of 
events is informed by the shaping hand of a religious reinterpretation of recent experi- 
ence.!!! Other examples of this convergence of extraordinary events with the dramatic pre- 
sentation of a religious reinterpretation of what has happened can be found, but this much 
must suffice here. 


3. Indications of authenticity 


These are to be found in a number of seemingly trivial details, of which only one will 
be discussed here, and in the tell-tale signs of those perplexities which catastrophe continu- 
ally throws up and for which past experience offers few convincing answers, Yet, in such 
situations, the average individual must turn to the moral values and traditional wisdom of 
the society which has nurtured him; hence the revealing nature of such hints of breakdown. 

Although Kaminiates turns repeatedly for solace and reassurance to the hallowed 
theme of the dire punishments inflicted by an outraged but wholly benevolent Providence 
upon a recalcitrantly sinful humanity for the good of their own souls, there are at times indi- 
cations of an imperfectly resolved inner struggle on the author's part in his efforts to recon- 
cile himself fully to such a blanket approach to the disturbing spectacle of apparently unde- 


119 Especially, Joann. Cam., p. 15, line 31 - p. 16, line 2. Also p. 15, lines 27-30; p. 22, lines 67-70; 
p. 59, lines 60-64 etc. 

111 On closer inspection and with the aid of other historical sources (Nicholas Mysticus and the con- 
tinuator of Theophanes) it is possible to catch a glimpse of the historical reality behind this part of 
Kaminiates' account. It is a combination of official bungling and bad luck of which we can no longer 
hope to recover the details. Of course, Kaminiates is socially deferential and rarely dares to criticize 
the powers that be. 


served human suffering. Take the following passage for example: *Monks and nuns who at 
a very early age had for love of virtue renounced all worldly attachments, living only for 
themselves and for God, came out of their cells, scattered about the streets of the city and 
sorrowfully bewailed the general calamity. When I consider the many virtuous acts of those 
Nazirites, which, each on his own account, they zealously pursued; - their all-night singing 
of the psalms, their consecrated virginity, their constant prayers and their incessant tears -, 
Iam filled with amazement at how they failed to incline God's mercy towards us, how they 
failed to become pledges for the city's safety, how they failed to find their virtue rewarded 
with escape from danger. Instead, they were seized like sheep without a shepherd, each one 
of them fell victim to the sword and all were led to the slaughter to share the common lot of 
sinners.'!? Then, with a desperate effort to pull himself together, the author quotes Psalm 
115.6 in the slightly altered form ‘their death was precious in the sight of the Lord’ and pro- 
ceeds to speak of a martyr's crown and the bliss of paradise.!!? 

Or, take the following remarks: ‘Meanwhile recourse to flight would have been an 
ignoble act, since it would inevitably have resulted in the capture of the city and the theft of 
all the ornaments made of gold, silver and other valuable materials belonging to the places 
of worship already mentioned, or in the destruction by fire of the holy churches themselves. 
At the same time, even if we contrived to avoid suffering harm at the hands of the barbar- 
ians, we would not know how to assuage the emperor's displeasure. Yet, such a policy 
would have been bearable and would have guaranteed our safety”.114 

Finally, in the midst of a scene of mass slaughter, Kaminiates adds the following curi- 
ous detail: "Wine ran in rivulets down every street, mingled with the blood of the fallen and 
intoxicated the ground on which the city stood’.!!5 

The general ban on wine goes back, of course, to the Koran (Sura V.90), but the sig- 
nificance of this detail, the action it presupposes and the motivation behind that action (Leo 
of Tripoli exhibits the behaviour of a zealous neophyte) become fully intelligible only in the 
light of the following Hadith preserved by al-Bukhari (died A.H. 256/A.D. 870): ‘(Anas 
said), I was giving drink to people in the abode of Abu Talhah, and their wine at that time 
was made of dates. Then the Messenger of Allah (peace and blessings of Allah be upon him) 
ordered a crier to make it known that wine was forbidden. (He said), so Abü Talhah said to 
me, ‘get out and pour it out!’ I poured it out and it flowed in the streets of Madinah’.!!6 


Conclusion 


The summation of orders of magnitude which are not just disparate but individually 
indeterminable is not really possible, and it has, I think, been demonstrated by the attempt 
to replace mere listing by categorization that the arguments against authenticity range in fact 
from the barely sustainable through the unlikely to the wildly improbable. 


12 Joann. Cam., p. 35, line 70 - p. 36, line 82. 

13 Ibid., p. 36, lines 83-87. 

14 Ibid., p. 21, lines 13-19. 

15 Ibid., p. 47, lines 25-27. 

16 Cf. A Manual of Hadith by Maulana MUHAMMAD ALI (third edition), London 1978, p. 350. 
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Thus, Kaminiates' text, if authentic, confronts us with a spectacle of private griefs and 
individual concerns which some have greeted with what can only be described as stunned 
incredulity;!!7 the spectacle, that is, of Kaminiates and his petty clerical family, which clear- 
ly knew its place in a society which was both hierarchically structured and socially defer- 
ential, catapulted suddenly into undue prominence through force of unnatural circumstances 
and by grace of St. Demetrius. 


177 Largely, through a misplaced insistence on viewing Kaminiates’ work prescriptively in 
terms of a continuous history of Byzantine literature based principally on distinctions of genre. Cf. 
224  KAZHDAN, art. cit., p. 304-309, passim. 


Nouvelles données sur l'établissement des Slaves en 
Asie Mineure en haut Moyen Age 


Dmitrij MI SIN (Moscou/ Budapest) 


L'histoire byzantine de l'huitiéme siécle contient encore beaucoup d'énigmes pour les 
savants de nos jours. L'information fournie par les sources étant limitée, nous ne sommes 
pas encore arrivés à comprendre plusieurs problémes. C'est pourquoi la recherche de nou- 
velles sources et l'analyse de l'information qu'elles nous fournissent sont parmi les táches 
les plus importantes de la recherche historique de nos jours. 

Cela caractérise bien, semble-t-il, l'état de choses dans le domaine de l'étude de l’his- 
toire de l'établissement des Slaves en Asie Mineure.! On ne dispose maintenant que de 
quelques renseignements fragmentaires, qui, nous permettant de constater la présence des 
Slaves dans cette région, ne sont toutefois pas suffisants pour reconstruire le tableau de leurs 
migrations. i 


1 L'histoire des colonies slaves en Asie Mineure a attiré depuis longtemps l'attention des histo- 
riens. Les premiers spécialistes qui ont étudié ce probléme essayaient d'habitude de souligner le grand 
nombre des Slaves et l'importance de leurs colonies pour Byzance, V. LAMANSKU, О славянах в 
Малой Азии, в Африке и в Испании, St. Pétersbourg 1859; V. VASILIEVSKU, Материалы no 
истории Византийского государства, Журнал Министерства Народного Просвещения 102 
(1879) 160-232; Е. USPENSKU, Из истории крестьянского землевладения в Византии (Extraits 
de l'histoire de la propriété terrienne des paysans еп Byzance), Журнал Министерства Народного 
Просвещения 225 (1883) 30 - 87. Les auteurs contemporains sont plus sceptiques en ce qui concerne 
l'envergure des migrations des Slaves en Asie Mineure, mais ils reconnaissent eux-aussi qu'il s'agit 
du déplacement de grandes masses de population, P. CHARANIS, The Slavic Element in Byzantine Asia 
Minor in the Thirteenth Century, Byzantion 18 (1946-48) 69 — 83 et The Transfer of Population as a 
Policy in the Byzantine Empire, Comparative Studies in Society and History 3/2, La Haye: Mouton 
1961, 140 — 1954; S. VRYONIS, The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of 
Islamization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth Century, Berkeley-Los Angeles-Londres 1986. 
Parmi les orientalistes qui ont étudié le probléme il faut mentionner Tadeusz LEWICKI, qui utilisait 
largement les sources islamiques, Osadnictvo słowiańskie i niewolnicy słowiańscy w krajach 
muzutmariskich wedlug Sredniowiecznych pisarzy arabskich, Przeglad historyczny 43/3-4 (1952) 473- 
429; id., Zródia arabskie do dziejów Stowiariszczyzny, I, Wrocław - Cracovie: Zakład im. 
Ossolinskich - Wydawnictwo Polskiej Akademii Nauk 1956. Le dernier ouvrage consacré à ce sujet 
c’est Ethnische Verschiebungen zwischen der Balkanhalbinsel und Kleinasien vom Ende des 6. bis zur 
zweiten Hälfte des 9. Jahrhunderts, Berlin: Akad. Verlag 1993 par Hans DITTEN qui généralise les 
données des études précédentes dans le contexte général des migrations de population à Byzance. On 
a tenté d'utiliser les sources supplémentaires telles que les sceaux: à commencer par B. A. PANCENKO, 
Памятник славян в Вифинии УП века, Bulletin de l'Institut archéologique russe à Constantinople 
8 (1908), toponymes: A. VISNIAKOVA, Славянская колония УП века в Вифинии, Вестник древней 
истории (1940) 138 — 141, noms propres: Ph. MaLiNGOUDIS, Slavisches aus dem byzantinischen 
Bythinien, Münchener Zeitschrift für Balkankunde 2 (1979) 227 — 229. La recherche de nouvelles 
sources écrites donne parfois des résultats elle-aussi. I] n'y a pas longtemps un fragment concernant 
les Slaves dans la partie sud-ouest de l’ Asie Mineure a été découvert dans une version géorgienne du 
Continuateur de Mosh, Свод древнейших письменных известий o славянах vol. 2, Moscou: 
Восточная литература РАН, 511 — 513. Si la date à laquelle l'événement décrit dans le fragment a 
eu lieu et que les éditeurs du recueil établissent comme les années 30 — 60 de l’huitième siècle est cor- 
recte, cela est la première mention des colonies slaves en Asie Mineure Le présent travail lui-aussi а 
pour but de présenter un nouveau fragment concernant les Slaves en Asie Mineure. 
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Ce travail présente une tentative de compenser partiellement le manque de l'informa- 
tion au sujet de la colonisation slave en Asie Mineure avec un nouveau fragment qui n'a, 
d'aprés mes connaissances, jamais été utilisé dans l'historiographie. Il se trouve dans 
l'abrégé du recueil des biographies damasquines d'Ibn ‘Asakir? composé par Ibn Manzür? 
et dit ce qui suit: 

Ya‘mur Bin Mas'üd ahadu ashäbi ‘Umar Ibn ‘Abd al-Aziz — ‘an Ya‘mur Bin 
Mas'üd аа sallaytu ma'a “Umar Bin ‘Abd al-‘Aziz fa-gäla H inna 'inda-nà 
mälan min sahmi al-muallafati qulübu-hum wa qad istakhragtu al-Lah fi dhälik 
fa-raaytu an ab'atha bi-hi ilā man bi-Maras wa Ra'bàn wa Z.lül min al-Sagäliba 
wa man aslama hadithan fa-ba'atha πια" wa maa ragul äkhar min harasi-hi bi- 
wiqd aw wiqdayn таап wa amara-nä an nuqassima-hu Dm. 

Traduction: 

Yamur Bin Mas'üd ~ un des compagnons "Отаг Ibn ‘Abd al-Aziz. On a 
dit d’après Ya‘mur Bin Mas'üd: [Un jour] je priais avec “Umar Ibn ‘Abd al-‘Az1z, 
et il m'a dit: "Vraiment, nous avons de l'argent provenant de l'argent de la por- 
tion de ceux dont les coeurs ont été réconciliés, et j'ai prié Dieu le Trés Haut de 
me le donner. J'ai jugé convenable de l'envoyer aux Slaves et à ceux qui ont 
embracé l'Islam récemment à Mar'a&, Ra‘ban, Z.lül et aux autres lieux encore.’ 
Et il a envoyé avec moi et avec un autre homme de sa garde un wigd ou deux et 
nous a ordonné de diviser cet argent entre eux.* 

Tl est difficile de comprendre ce fragment aprés la premiere lecture car il fait apparaitre 
des réalités qui ne sont propres qu'à l'époque à laquelle il se référe. C'est pourquoi la pre- 
miére táche de celui qui envisage une analyse de ce texte — c'est aussi la táche de l'orien- 
taliste - consiste en analyser les détails qui ne sont pas clairs et en reconstruire au fur et à 
mesure les circonstances dans lesquelles l'épisode en question a eu lieu. Dans notre 
recherche nous nous appliquerons à suivre cette voie et à étudier tous les détails obscurs l'un 
aprés l'autre. 

1. La source de l'information. Ya‘mur Ibn Mas'üd, dont l'auteur de notre fragment 
cite les paroles, reste toujours pour moi une personne inconnue. En lisant les sources 
islamiques je n'ai trouvé aucun renseignement supplémentaire à propos de cet homme; son 
nom n'est mentionné nulle part. Certains faits me font penser qu'il est peu probable que 
Ya‘mur sorte un jour de l'obscurité qui l'entoure maintenant. Ibn ‘Asakir lui-méme ne sem- 
ble pas savoir beaucoup sur Ya'mur, саг il ne donne aucun renseignement sur lui sauf le 
fragment qu'on vient de citer. De plus, je suis incliné à croire que ce fragment est tiré non 
pas des matériaux concernant Ya‘mur Ibn Mas'üd lui-méme, mais d'un des anecdotes por- 
tant sur la vie d'"Umar Ibn ‘Abd al-Aziz que la littérature islamique nous fournit en grand 
nombre. Etant donné qu'Ibn ‘Asakir, comme le suggére la lecture de son ouvrage, suivait 
toujours les canons de la composition des recueils de biographies, on pourrait espérer trou- 
ver dans le fragment portant sur Ya'mur Ibn Mas'üd le nom complet de ce dernier, les dates 


? 1105 - 1176. A propos d'Ibn ‘Asakir voir The Encyclopaedia of Islam, éd B. Lewis, V. L. 
MÉNAGE, Ch. PELLAT, J. SCHLACHT, vol. 3, Leyde: EJ. Brill-Londres: Lusac ὅς Co 1971, 713 — 714. 


3  ]233 - 1311/2. A propos d'Ibn Manzür voir The Encyclopaedia of Islam, vol. 3, 1971, 864. 


^ [bn ‘Asäkir, Mukhtasar Tarikh Dimasq Li Ibn “Asäkir Li-l [тат Muhammad Bin Mukarram al- 
Matriif bi Ibn Manzü r, vol. 28. éd. S. al-SAHBANI, Damas: Dar al-Fikr, 61. 


de sa naissance et de sa mort et probablement quelques renseignements à propos de sa vie. 
Mais en vain cherchera-t-on cette information chez Ibn ‘Asakir. 

En s'appuyant sur la logique, on pourrait reconstruire quelques détails de la biographie 
de Ya'mur. Il semble avoir été un confident d'"Umar Ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, car ce dernier priait 
ensemble avec lui et lui a confié une táche importante. D'autre part, l'absence de généalo- 
gie et de la nisba suggére qu'il ne s'agit pas d'un noble, et on aurait toute raison de supposer 
que Ya'mur était tout simplement un client d''Umar. Cette conclusion est importante pour 
nous puisque l'information provenant du client qui se référe à une conversation avec son 
patron peut étre considérée comme digne de foi. 

2. L'époque. Ya‘mur Ibn Mas'üd parle de sa conversation avec le сае ‘Umar Ibn ‘Abd 
al-‘Aziz,ce qui établit la date ante quem à 720, l'année de la mort d'"Umar. Il est à noter 
cependant qu'"Umar était déjà calife quand il parlait à Ya'mur, car dans notre fragment on 
le voit gérer les finances de l'état et envoyer de l'argent aux habitants des autres villes. 
L'épisode dont on parle dans le fragment a donc eu lieu entre 717 et 720, c'est à dire, pen- 
dant le règne d Umar. 

3. Quoi, en quelle quantité et pourquoi voulait "Umar envoyer aux Slaves? Dans 
notre fragment l'argent qu'"Umar souhaite envoyer aux Slaves provient de la portion de 
ceux dont les coeurs ont été réconciliés (al-muallafa qulübu-hum). Cette traduction est 
plutót conditionnelle, car la construction al-muallafa qulübu-hum n'est pas compléte du 
point de vue de la grammaire. C'est une construction attributive traduite par une phrase et 
posée originellement aprés un mot au pluriel à l'article défini. Par exemple, la construction 
al-ri£ál al-muallafa qulübu-hum (les gens dont lescoeurs ont été réconciliés) satisfairait aux 
exigences de la grammaire. L'utilisation par ‘Umar de la forme incompléte suggére qu'il 
s'agissait d'une réalité familiére à lui et à son interlocuteur, c'est à dire, d'une realité du 
monde islamique médieval. 

On trouve la notion sahm al-muallafa qulübu-hum dans le traité d’al-Mäwardi, op elle 
désigne une part de l'aumóne (sadaqa) à distribuer. 5 L'auteur, sans doute, se base sur le 
Coran, ой les al-muallafa qulübu-hum sont mentionés parmi ceux à qui l'aumóne est des- 
tinée. 6 Mais qui sont ils, ces gens dont les coueurs sont à rallier? Ils apparaissent pour la 
première fois en l'an 8 de l’Hégire.? En cette année le prophète Muhammad, après avoir 
conquis la Mécque, conduisit avec succés des campagnes contre les Banü Hawäzin à 
Hunayn et contre Taif. A la suite de ces expéditions les musulmans se retirérent vers al- 
Giräna où ils partagérent leur butin. Les hommes nommés dans les textes qui mentionnent 
cet événement al-muallafa qulübu-hum furent les premiers à recevoir leur part. Dans la liste 
de ces hommes citée par plusieurs auteurs le chef meccain Abü Sufyàn et son fils Mu'awiya 
sont nommés les premiers.? Les auteurs arabes soulignent qu'il s'agit de nobles; à cette ca- 


5 al-Ahkäm al-Sultäniyya, éd. Kh. ‘ABD AL-LATIF, Beyrouth: Dar al-Kitäb al- ‘Arabi 1990, 222. 6 
Sourate IX, verset 60: „Les aumónes sont destinées: aux pauvres et aux nécessiteux; à ceux qui sont 
chargés de les recueillir et de les répartir; à ceux dont les coeurs sont à rallier; au rachat des captifs; à 
ceux qui sont chargés de dettes; à la lutte dans le chemin de Dieu et au voyageur. Tel est l'ordre de 
Dieu. Dieu sait et il est juste", Coran, trad. D. MASSON, Paris: Gallimard 1967, 1: 233-234. 


7 Jer mai 630 — 20 avril 631. 


8 А propos de cet événement voir Ibn Ishäq, Das Leben Muhammed's nach Muhammed Ibn-Ishak 
bearbeitet von Abd el-Malik Ibn Hischam, éd. F. WÜSTENFELD, vol. 1, Góttingen 1859, 880 — 881; Ibn 
Sa'd, Biographien Muhammeds, seiner Gefährten und der späteren Träger des Islams bis zum Jahre 
230 der Flucht, Bd. П, Th. I, Die Feldziige Muhammeds, éd. J. Horovitz, Leyde 1909, 110; al-Tabari, 
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ractéristique Ibn Ishaq suivi par al-Tabari ajoute que le prophéte cherchait leur amitié, et Ibn 
al-Athir fait une autre addition en précisant: ‘à condition qu'ils embracent l'Islam'. 

Les gens dont le prophète cherchait l'amitié étaient des nobles quraySites connus aussi 
comme mu *minün, les nouveaux croyants, différents des muhägirs ainsi que des ansärs. 
Afin de renforcer leur foi Muhammad leur donna la préférence pendant le partage du butin 
en les recompensant plus que les autres et avant les autres. Les écrivains musulmans ne pré- 
cisent d'habitude pas de quelle part du butin les cadeaux destinés aux al-muallafa qulübu- 
hum furent pris. Seul Ibn Sa'd nous informe que ces dons furent tirés du khums, la cinquième 
part du butin qui constituait la part du prophéte. 

La catégorie al-muallafa qulübu-hum apparut, donc, à l'époque de Muhammad. Mais 
que pourrait-elle signifier au temps d’‘Umar II? L'écart de plus de 80 ans exclut, bien sûr, 
la possibilité qu'il s'agisse des mêmes personnes. Il ne s'agit non plus des héritiers des ти 
*minün - si ce sont eux, pourquoi alors l'argent destiné à eux est envoyé aux autres? L'action 
d'"Umar montre que le calife concevait ce terme à partir du sens plutôt que sur le plan 
généalogique et se référait aux gens dont le róle était pareil à celui des al-muallafa qulübu- 
hum de l'époque de Muhammad. Chez al-Mäwardi les al-muallafa qulübu-hum sont alliés 
des Musulmans ou ceux qui tendent à embracer l'Islam. En autres mots, il paraít que le róle 
des al-muallafa qulübu-hum est réservé dans notre fragment aux Slaves et aux néophytes 
dont l’origine n'est pas précisée. D’après les canons islamiques, l'envoi par le calife de l'ar- 
gent aux néophytes était tout à fait justifié, car ‘Umar, en attirant des nouveaux croyants à 
l'Islam avec des cadeaux suivait l'esemple de Muhammad, ce qui était une action légale et 
louable. 

Combien d'argent ‘Umar a-t-il envoyé aux nouveaux musulmans? Notre fragment parle 
d'un wigd ou de deux. La racine wüw-gäf-däl qui forme la base de ce mot est liée unique- 
ment au procés de combustion, ce qui ne s'accorde pas avec le contexte. La recherche d'une 
lection plus vraisemblable nous améne au mot wigr qui signifie un fardeau lourd transporté 
par un mulet ou un áne et dont l'écriture est trés proche à celle de wigd. ‘Umar a bien pu 
envoyer aux nouveaux croyants un ou deux fardeaux de monnaies. L'établissement de cette 
lection, il est vrai, ne nous permet pas d'évaluer méme approximativement le montant 
envoyé (Ya'mur, on l'a vu, ne se souvient pas exactement s'il a dü transporter un fardeau ou 
deux), mais le fait que l'argent est compté en fardeaux suggére que la somme était assez 
importante. Cependant ce fait ne parle pas en faveur du grand nombre des Slaves, car on ne 
sait pas à combien de personnes la somme était destinée. Pourtant, les Slaves sont distingués 
des autres néophytes; de plus, le calife lui-méme leur envoie une somme considérable d'ar- 
gent, ce qui montre que les communautés slaves n'étaient pas insignifiantes. 

4. Mar‘aS, Ra‘ban et Z.lül. L'identification de Мага$ ne pose aucun probléme -- c'est 
Germanicée byzantine, Kahramanmaras en Turquie de nos jours. Ra‘ban est mentionné dans 
plusieurs ouvrages géographiques et historiques comme une forteresse située sur de la fron- 
tiére entre Byzance et l'Islam; les renseignements les plus précis sont donnés par al-Bakri 


Annales quos scripsit Abu Gafar Mohammed Ibn-Garir At-Tabari, éd M.J. De Сове, ser. I, vol. 3, 
1881-1882; Khalifa Ibn Khayat, Tarikh Khalifa Ibn Khayät, éd. A.D. al-"Umari, Negef: Matba'at al- 
Adab 1967, 1:53, 54; al-Mas‘üdi, Les Prairies d'Or, éd. C. BARBIER DE MEYNARD, vol. 4, Paris 1865, 
160; Mutahhar al-Magdisi, Le livre de la création et de l'histoire de Motahhar ben-Tahir El-Maqdisi 
attribué à Abou-Zeid Ahmed ben Sahl al-Balkhi, éd. C. HUART, vol. IV, Paris 1907, 237 — 239; Ibn al- 
228  Athir, Chronicon quod perfectissimum inscribitur, éd. C.J. TORNBERG, vol. II, Leyde 1867, 206-208. 


et Yägüt, dont le premier place Ra'bàn dans la région de Manbi§,? et le second entre Alep 
et Samosate, près de l'Euphrate.!? On est en droit de se demander si ce Ra‘bän est identique 
avec Araban de nos jours. Seule l'identification de 7.1 présente un probléme. Il semblerait 
justifié d'adopter la lection Zalal, mais les géographes musulmans ne mentionnent que Zalül 
en Afrique, qui, certainement, n'a rien à voire avec notre 7.1. On est mis donc en face d'un 
dilemme: faut-il accepter la lection Zalül et croire qu'il s'agit d'une forteresse inconnue, ou 
bien chercher une autre lection qui serait plus acceptable. Pour ma part, j'opterais pour la 
seconde alternative et proposerais la lecture Dulük. Sur le plan graphique, la différence entre 
Z.lül et Dulük n'est pas grande. Dal, par lequel commence Dulük, ne se différencie pas beau- 
coup de rd, et ces deux graphémes sont souvent confondues dans les manuscrits. En méme 
temps, on sait que dans les manuscrits arabes les points diacritiques ne sont pas toujours 
placés correctement. L'apparition d'un point superflu sur rd (dal altéré) a dú fait apparaitre 
τᾶν, pendant que la disparition d'un petit signe sur le käf a transformé cette graphème en 
lam. C'est ainsi, semble-t-il, que l'écriture initiale Dulük a été transformée en 7.11. Apres 
tout, si le copiste n'a pas pu copier correctement le mot wigr qu'il savait sans aucun doute, 
pourquoi n'aurait-il pas pu commetre une erreur en écrivant le nom d'une forteresse loin- 
taine et probablement déjà oubliée? 

Quelles raisons pourrait-on avancer en faveur de la lection Dulük? A l'époque d'*Umar 
II Dulük ou Dolichée était une des forteresses situées sur la frontiére entre Byzance et 
l'Islam. Il faisait partie, ensemble avec Germanicée et Ra'bàn, des forteresses frontalières 
appelées souvent par les auteurs arabes des „châteaux forts“ ((awäsim) et constituant depuis 
Härün al-RaSid un district particulier. Sur le plan géographique et stratégique Ошак s'in- 
scrit bien dans le contexte de notre fragment, ой, on le voit maintenant, ‘Umar envoie de 
l'argent aux villes frontalières, mieux que toute autre forteresse ou hameau auquel on puisse 
songer en recherchant une lection pour Ζ.ΙΠΙ. 

Il s'agit, donc, de Germanicée, Ra'ban et probablement Dulük. Comment les Slaves 
ont-ils été installés la-bàs? Ibn al-Athir parle de la conquête de ces trois villes par les Arabes 
sous l'an 14 de l'Hégire,!! mais la comparaison de son récit aux renseignements fournis par 
d'autres sources suggére qu'il faut penser à une date plus tardive. Si l'on suit la narration 
d'Ibn al-Athir, Germanicée, Ra'bàn et Dulük capitulérent devant les Arabes à la suite de la 
conquête par ces derniers d’ Antioche et de Manbiÿ. On sait d'ailleurs qu’ Antioche fut prise 
par les musulmans en août 638 et Manbig, en janvier 639, c'est à dire, en l'an 16 de l'Hégire. 
Cette date de la conquête est proposée par Yaqit,!? et je ne vois maintenant aucune raison 
de ne pas l'accepter. Ibn al-Athir semble se guider dans son récit par le sujet plus que par la 
chronologie; c'est pourquoi il raconte toute l'histoire de la conquéte de la Syrie du Nord par 
les Arabes sans diviser sa narration par années. 


9 а-Ваки, Das geographische Wörterbuch des Abu ‘Obeid ‘Abdallah ben ‘Abd el-'Aziz el-Bekri, éd. 
Е. WUSTENFELD, Göttingen 1876, 418. Il est à noter que chez al-Bakri le nom de la forteresse est vocal- 
isé comme Dalük. 

10 Yägüt, Jacut's geographisches Wörterbuch, éd. Е. WÜSTENFELD, Leipzig 1869, vol. II, 791 et 
Lexicon geographicum, éd. T.G.J. JuYNBOLL, Leyde 1852, vol. I, 474. Le premier livre correspond à 
Mw ğam al-Buldän, le second, à Maräsid al-Ittila'. 

П (Chronicon, 2:386. 

12  Geographisches Wörberbuch, 2:791. 
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En 639 les conditions de capitulation étaient pareilles. On suivait l'exemple 
d'Antioche, dont les habitants eurent le choix entre l'évacuation et le paiement de la gizya. 
Le modéle d'Antioche fut ensuite appliqué à Manbig et, par analogie avec ce dernier, à 
Ra'bàn et à шак. Les habitants de Ra'bàn durent accepter une obligation supplémentaire: 
ils devaient dorénavant rassembler de l'information sur les Byzantins et la transmettre aux 
Arabes. Quant à Germanicée, elle eut un autre sort: Khalid Ibn al-Walid, désireux proba- 
blement de ne pas laisser aux Byzantins une bonne base pour les tentatives de récupérer la 
Syrie du Nord, évacua la ville et la détruisit. 

Pour la période qui nous intéresse (c'est-à-dire, de 639, date de la capitulation de 
Germanicée, Ra'bàn et Dulük devant les Arabes, à 720, date de la mort Отаг II) nous 
sommes assez mal informés sur les trois villes en question. Nous n'avons aucun renseigne- 
ment sur Ra‘ban et Dulük, ce qui, à mon avis, peut admettre une double explication: d'une 
part, ces deux villes, ayant perdu une partie de leur population, qui était partie vers le terri- 
toire byzantin, devinrent de petits habitats n'ayant que peu d'importance, et de l'autre, 
aucun des événements importants que les sources mentionnent d'habitude ne se produisit 
autour d'elles, car les Byzantins ne pouvaient pas et ne cherchaient pas à recupérer la Syrie, 
et pendant les incursions arabes les deux villes restaient en arrière. L'idée que Ra‘bän et 
Dulük demeuraient tranquilles sous le pouvoir des Arabes me parait justifiée; si l'on ne l’ac- 
cepte pas, comment expliquerait-on que les Arabes, qui entreprenaient dans la seconde 
moitié du septième siècle des expéditions à l’intérieur du territoire byzantin presque chaque 
année, passaient toujours à côté des forteresses situées près de la frontière qui étaient d'ex- 
cellentes bases pour les invasions? Elle est aussi confirmée en quelque sorte par al- 
Balädhuri, qui dit, en faisant, il est vrai, une observation générale, que dès les temps d “Umar 
I et ‘Uthmän la frontière entre l'Islam et Byzance passait par les forteresses appelées sous 
Härün al-Rasid „les chateaux forts“.13 

Quant à Germanicée, nous possédons heureusement une information à propos d'elle. 
Sous Mu‘äwiya I la ville fut rebätie, et une garnison musulmane y fut installée. Pendant la 
période des troubles qui suivit la mort du calife Yazid I les attaques byzantines contre 
Germanicée devinrent fréquentes, et les musulmans se virent obligés à évacuer la ville. 
Comme les musulmans ne furent pas chassés de Germanicée, mais partirent d'eux-mémes, 
ils ont bien pu détruire la ville au moins partiellement pour ne pas donner aux Byzantins une 
forteresse importante. Quelque temps Germanicée resta, semble-t-il, dans la zone d'influ- 
ence byzantine. La situation changea en l'an 75 de l'Hégire,!* quand Muhammad Ibn 
Marwan conduisit avec succés une expédition contre les Byzantins et les battit non loin de 
la ville.!5 Après cela Germanicée passa de nouveau aux Arabes. Al-‘Abbas Ibn al-Walid Ibn 
‘Abd al-Malik rebátit et fortifia la ville. Il y installa de nouveaux habitants, construisit une 
mosquée cathedräle et obligea la garnison de Qinnasrin d'y envoyer chaque année un 
detächement. Il est à regretter qu’al-Balädhuri, dont nous tenons ces renseignements, ainsi 
que la plupart des informations citées plus haut,!6 ne précise pas la date de cet événement. 


13 al-Balädhuri, Liber expugnationis regionum auctore imamo Ahmed ibn Jahja ibn Gabir al- 
Beladsori, éd. M.J. De Gorse, vol. I, Leyde 1863, 163. 


4 2 mai 694 - 21 avril 695. 
15 al-Tabari, Annales, sér. II, vol. 1, 1881, 863. 
16 Voir Liber expugnationis regionum, 188 — 189. 


Mais on peut supposer que cela eut lieu avant l'ascension d'*Umar II, car dans notre frag- 
ment le calife parle des gens qui vivaient déjà à Germanicée. Chez tous les historiens arabes 
la première mention d’al-‘Abbas Ibn al-Walid remonte à l'année 88 de l'Hégire,!? quand, 
accompagné par le fameux général Maslama Ibn ‘Abd al-Malik, il conduisit une expédition 
contre les Byzantins.!? Si c'est vraiment en cette année-là que les activités d’al-‘Abbäs Ibn 
al-Walid dans la zone frontaliére commencérent, on peut conclure que la reconstruction de 
Germanicée dont parle al-Baladhuri eut lieu entre 707 et 720. 

Le texte d’al-Baladhuri nous apprend que la garnison de Germanicée y fut installée par 
al-Abbàs qui „établit des gens la-bàs". П est fort probable que ces gens fussent les Slaves 
dont parlait ‘Umar. On connait quelques cas où les Arabes installaient en Syrie les Slaves 
qui étaient mobilisés par les Byzantins contre les Arabes mais passérent ensuite à ces 
derniers: à Seleukobolos près d' Apamée en 665,!? en Antioche et ἃ Cyrrhus en 692-693.20 
Germanicée reconstruite, al-“Abbas aurait bien pu y transférer une partie de ces transfuges 
slaves qui demeuraient en ce temps-là dans les forteresses frontaliéres du Califate. On ne 
peut pas, bien sûr, insister sur l'identification des Slaves de Germanicée avec les transfuges 
dont parlent Théophane et Michel le Syrien, puisqu'il est également possible qu’al-"Abbäs 
ait installé dans cette ville des prisonniers slaves qu'il avait amenés de ses campagnes con- 
tre Byzance. Pourtant, les documents manquent pour appuyer cette derniére hypothése. 

Si pour Germanicée on dispose de quelques données permettant d'avancer des 
hypothéses pour rendre compte de l'installation des Slaves la-bàs, dans les cas de Ra'bàn et 
de Dulük on en est complétement dépourvu. Il me paraît toutefois fort probable que les 
Slaves qu'on voit dans ces villes fussent eux aussi des transfuges installés par les Arabes 
dans les forteresses frontalières. Les Arabes installaient les transfuges slaves près de la fron- 
titre afin d'utiliser ensuite leur connaissance du terrain et de la tactique militaire des 
Byzantins. Sur ce plan Ra‘ban et Dulük étaient, aussi bien que Germanicée, des places 
acceptables pour y installer les Slaves. 

Si on accepte que les trois villes se trouvaient à la fin du huitiéme siécle sous les Ara- 
bes, Germanicée depuis 695-696 et Ra‘ban et Dulük depuis 639, et que, par conséquence, ce 
sont les Arabes qui y ont installé les Slaves, on se voit obligé de renoncer d'identifier une 
de ces villes avec la ,,ville des Slaves" que Maslama Ibn ‘Abd al-Malik prit en 715, à la veille 
de son expédition contre Constantinople. En cette année-là, apprend-on du Kitab al-Uyün, 
Maslama marcha par la voie de Germanicée et prit „la ville des Slaves?! Mais peut-on 
identifier la ,,ville des Slaves avec Germanicée, Ra'bàn ou Dulük, si l'on conclut, ayant 
étudié les sources, que toutes les trois villes appartenaient déjà aux Arabes? De plus, 
pourquoi, s'il s'agit vraiment de Germanicée, l’auteur inconnu du Kitab al-‘Uyiin, ne dit-il 
pas que Maslama suivit la route de Mar'as et prit cette ville, mais sépare ces noms en disant 
que Maslama marcha par la voie de Germanicée, mais prit la ville des Slaves? C'est 


17 12 décembre 706 — 1*' décembre 707. 

15 al-Tabari, Annales, ser. II, 3: 1191; Khalifa Ibn Khayyät, Tarikh, 305; al-Ya‘gübi, Ibn-Wadhih qui 
dicitur al-Jaqubi Historiae pars altera, éd. M. Th. HoutsMa, Leyde 1883, 350; Ibn al-Athir, 
Chronicon, 3:421. 

1? Théophane, The Chronicle of Theophanes, éd H. TURTLEDOVE, Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press 1982, 48. 

20 Michel le Syrien, Chronique de Michel le Syrien, éd. J.-B. CHABOT, vol. II, Paris 1901, 470. 

7 Fragmenta historicorum arabicorum, éd. M.J. De ΟΟΕΙΕ et P. De Jona, part 1, Leyde 1869, 25. 
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pourquoi, en dépit des nouvelles données au sujet des Slaves dans la zone frontaliére, je n'a- 
bandonne pas l'identification de la „ville des Slaves“ de Kitab al-Uyün avec la „forteresse 
des Slaves“ située sur la route passant par Pylae Ciliciae et dont parle Ibn-Khurdadhbih.?? 
Bien sûr, il ne me semble guère impossible de reexaminer la validité de cette identification, 
mais pour le faire il faut au moins trouver dans les possessions byzantines une autre forter- 
esse protégée par une garnison slave et s'accordant avec le contexte historique mieux que la 
ville des Slaves“ du Kitab al-Uyün. 

On peut conclure, sur la base de ce qu’on vient d’exposer, que les Slaves qui passaient 
des Byzantins aux musulmans étaient installés par la suite dans des forteresses frontalières. 
Il me parait fort probable que des traces de ces Slaves soient bientót découvertes dans 
d'autres forteresses aussi. Mais revenant aux Slaves de Germanicée, Ra'bàn et Dulük, peut- 
on poursuivre leur histoire ultérieure? La chronique de Théophane nous apprend qu'en 6237 
(ler septembre 745 — 31 aoüt 746) l'empéreur Constantin, ayant profité des rivalités 
intestines au sein du Califate, prit Germanicée et Dolichée. Les deux forteresses capitulérent 
devant lui, et il laissa les guerriers ennemis partir, mais sans armes. Une seule exception fut 
faite pour les monophysites syriens (une partie de ces derniers a bien pu avoir embracé 
l'Islam, et c'est d'eux, semble-t-il, que parle ‘Umar dans notre fragment en se référant aux 
néophytes), qui furent transférés en Thrace.? Cette information est confirmée par al- 
Balädhuri, qui dit, en ne parlant, il est vrai, que de Germanicée, que les guerriers partirent 
avec leurs familles vers al-Gazira et les terres du gund de Qinnasrin. Quant à la ville, elle 
fut detruite.?* Ἡ n'est qu'à regretter que pour cette époque nous ne possédions aucun ren- 
seignement sur Ra'bàn, ce qui ne nous permet pas de deviner le sort de sa garnison slave. 
Pourtant, l'information au sujet de Germanicée et de Dulük nous fournit une base pour faire 
quelques observations. Selon les sources, les Slaves ne furent ni exterminés ni déplacés à 
l'intérieur du territoire byzantin; on les voit abandonner les forteresses rendues aux 
Byzantins et partir vers les terres musulmanes pour y trouver de nouveaux demeures. Les 
communautés slaves dans les zones frontaliéres du Califate ne cessérent, donc, pas d'exis- 
ter, ce qui est prouvé par Théophane, selon lequel les Slaves participérent à la lutte pour le 
pouvoir à la suite de l'établissement du Califate des Abbassides.?? Cette épisode mériterait 
une étude particuliére. 


2 Kitab al-Masalik wa'l-Mamalik (Liber viarum et regionum) auctore Abu'l-Kasim Obaidallah ibn 
Abdallah Ibn Khordadhbeh et excerpta e Kitab al-Kharadj auctore Kodama ibn Dja far, éd. M.J. De 
GoEJE, Leyde 1889, 110. 

23 Chronicle, 112. Une mention de la prise de Germanicée реш être trouvée aussi chez Nicéphore, 
Nikephoros, Patriarch of Constantinople, Short History, éd C. MANGO, Washington: Dumbarton Oaks 
Research Library and Collection 1990, 139, qui, pourtant, ne parle que de Germanicée et ne fournit 
aucuns détails ni méme la date. 


^ Liber expugnationis regionum, 189. 
25 Chronicle, 117. 


Die russisch-byzantinischen Vertrage des 10. Jhds. 
aus rechtshistorischer Sicht 


Ein erster Deutungsversuch 


Jana MALINGOUDI (Thessaloniki) 


Bekanntlich gehören die russisch-byzantinischen Verträge zu jenen Texten, die für die 
Geschichte der Kiewer Rus’ von großem Interesse sind. Sie sind nur in altkirchenslavisch- 
er Übersetzung, in der sogen. Nestorchronik aus dem Anfang des 12. Jhds. erhalten.! Das 
Interesse für die Verträge erwachte im 18. Jhd. und seitdem wurden diese in unzähligen 
Studien aus sprachlicher, rechtlicher, diplomatischer und vor allem historischer Sicht unter- 
sucht, ohne jedoch das Dickicht der durcheinander verknüpften Probleme zufriedenstellend 
aufzuhellen. 

Für die Tatsache, daß die erzielten Ergebnisse aller bisherigen Bemühungen so mager 
ausfallen, gibt es m.E. die folgenden drei Gründe: 

1. Die Übersetzung aus dem Griechischen ins Altkirchenslavische ist so unbeholfen, 
daß sie das Verständnis des Textes erschwert und manchmal sogar unmöglich macht. Die 
Verstöße der Übersetzer gegen die syntaktischen Regeln des Altkirchenslavischen, die sich 
von denen des Griechischen gründlich unterscheiden, haben die semasiologische Seite des 
übersetzten Textes in solchem Maß entstellt, daß eine unbestrittene Lesung und Deutung 
nicht möglich sind. 

2. Die handschriftliche Überlieferung des Textes konnte kaum alle sprachlichen Züge 
des Originals in unveränderter Form aufbewahren. Die Verträge der Jahre 944 und 971 sind 
in der ältesten Handschrift der Nestorchronik aus dem J. 1377 überliefert, der Vertrag von 
911 (und ein Teil dieses,verzeichnet unter dem J. 907) stammt aus Handschriften des 15. 
Jhds. 

3. Die Befolgung eines vorgegebenen Schemas der Entwicklung des Kiewer Staates 
und das Nichtbeachten der Erkentnisse anderer wissenschaftlichen Disziplinen von jenem 
Teil der sowjetischen Forschung, der sich mit den Anfángen der Kiewer Rus' befafite, ver- 
stárkten den Wirrwarr, festigten ein hypothetisches Wissen und brachten den Forschungs- 
fortschritt hinsichtlich der Vertráge zum Stillstand. Der vorgegebene Rahmen lief den 
Forscher nicht frei, sich nur von der Quelle leiten zu lassen. Das vóllige Ignorieren der 
Forschungsergebnisse so wichtiger Zweige für die Lósung der komplexen Probleme der 
Verträge wie der slavischen Philologie, der Byzantinistik (einschließlich der sowjetischen) 
und der historischen Rechtsanthropologie in den Publikationen der letzten Jahrzehnte hatte 
zur Folge, daB der heutige Forschungsstand bezüglich der Vertrage jener der vierziger und 
fünfziger Jahre ist, in manchen Teilbereichen, wie dem des Rechts, sogar noch àlteren 
Datums. Ein Umstand, welcher dem Forscher die Arbeit sehr erschwert. 


' In dieser Untersuchung wird folgende Ausgabe der Chronik benutzt: V. P. ADRIANOVA-PERETC 
(Hrg.): Povést vremennych let. T. 1: Text i perevod D. S. LicHACEVA 1 В. A. ROMANOVA; T. 2.: 
Prilozenija. Stati i kommentarii D. S. LicHACEVA, Moskva-Leningrad 1950 (im Folgenden: 
LICHACEV). 
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Einige der ungelösten Probleme der Verträge versuchte eine neuere Analyse der 
Verträge aus diplomatischer Sicht zu klären.” Die altkirchenslavischen Texte wurden in das 
Mittelgreichische „zurückübersetzt“ und mit den erhaltenen Vertragsurkunden verglichen, 
die Byzanz im 11. und 12. Jhd. mit den italienischen Stadtrepubliken abschloß. Dieses 
Verfahren enthüllte nicht nur den inneren Aufbau und die diplomatischen Formeln der rus- 
sischen Verträge, sondern auch die Übereinstimmungen in den lexikologischen und sprach- 
lichen Formulierungen mit den italienischen Urkunden und verhalf zur Interpretation 
einiger „dunkler“ Stellen. Die bedeutendsten Ergebnisse dieser Untersuchung sind die fol- 
genden: 

- Im 10. Jhd. wurden zwischen Byzanz und Rußland insgesamt drei Verträge abge- 
schlossen. Der Vertrag von 911 kam in zwei Etappen zustande: im J. 907 fand die münd- 
liche Beeidigung statt, im J. 911 die Beurkundung des Vereinbarten und der Vertrag wurde 
rechtsgültig. 

- Die Urkunden der russischen Vertragsseite wurden nach den Regeln der byzantinis- 
chen Diplomatik aufgebaut, von den griechischen Beamten und in der griechischen Sprache 
formuliert. Eine Kiewer Kanzlei, die nach eigenen Regeln urkundete, gab es zur Zeit der 
Verträge nicht. 

- Die Originalurkunden der russischen Vertragsseite waren, bevor sie in das 
Altkirchenslavische übersetzt wurden, in einem offiziellen Kopialbuch der kaiserlichen 
Kanzlei eingetragen. Dort erhielten sie die Etikette, die jedem der drei Vertragstexte 
voransteht. 

- In den drei Verträgen verpflichtete sich die russiche Seite nur zur Erhaltung des 
Friedens gegenüber dem byzantinischen Reich. Alle anderen Bestimmungen der Verträge 
von 911 und 944, die überwiegend rechtlicher Natur sind, stellen ein Insert (Auszug) aus 
den entsprechenden kaiserlichen Vertragsurkunden. 

Diese letztgenannte Tatsache ist der Ausgangspunkt der vorliegenden Untersuchung. 
Die Gewißheit, daß die Aussteller dieser Inserte die byzantinischen Kaiser Leon VI (im 
Vertrag 911) und Romanos Lekapenos (im Vertrag 944) sind, gibt dem Forscher einen 
sicheren Halt, was die Lesung und die rechtliche Interpretation dieser Inserte angeht. 

Die Inserte bestehen jedesmal aus der Dispositio. Es werden sowohl die 
Vertragsbestimmungen der byzantinischen Seite, wie auch die allgemeinen Bestimmungen 
für die Beurkundung und die Gültigkeit der Vertrage inseriert. Sie werden durch kein Wort 
oder Hinweis angekündigt, doch unterscheiden sie sich durch ihre Faßung von dem Text der 
russischen Gegenurkunden.? Das Insert im Ver. 911 beginnt mit den Worten: А о главах, 
axe ся ключит проказа, урядимь ca сице und endet mit: единного истинаго бога 
нашего и дасть вашим послом. Das Insert im Ver. 944 beginnt bei: А великий князь 
русский и боляре ero да посылают в Греки und endet mit den Worten: яко мы 
свещахом, написахомъ Hà харатью сию, на ней же суть имяна наша написана. * 

Die Artikel der inserierten Kaiserurkunden kann man in zwei Kategorien unterschei- 
den und sie als Vorläufer des internationalen Öffentlichen und des internationalen 


2 Jana MALINGOUDI, Die russisch-byzantinischen Verträge des 10.Jhds. aus diplomatischer Sicht, 
Thessaloniki 1994. Im Folgenden als MALINGOUDI, Verträge zitiert. 


? Ausführlich bei MALINGOUDI, Verträge, S. 65-71, 42-46. - Eine neue Zählung der Bestimmungen, 
welche die Entdeckung der kaiserlichen Inserte berücksichtigen würde, gibt es noch nicht. 


^ — LicHACEv 1, $. 26-29 und 35-38. 


Privatrechts bezeichnen? Zu der ersten Kategorie gehóren die Bestimmungen über den 
gegenseitigen Loskauf von Kriegsgefangenen, über die Russen im kaiserlichen Dienst, über 
den Aufenthalt der Russen im Cherson und andere. 

Die zweite Kategorie der Bestimmungen setzt die Normen für das Miteinander der 
Byzantiner und der Russen auf dem Gebiet des byzantinischen Reiches fest. Die 
Bestimmungen beruhen, von einigen wenigen Ausnahmen abgesehen, auf dem rómisch- 
byzantinischen Recht, betreffen die Normen über Straf-, Zivil- und ProzeBrecht und ihre 
Gültigkeit ist auf das byzantinische Territorium begrenzt. Diese letztere Tatsache über den 


Radius ihrer Gültigkeit muß betont werden, denn es wurde oft die Meinung ausgedrückt, die ` 


Bestimmungen galten auch für das Gebiet der Kiewer Rus’. Es wird aber vergessen, daß 
regelmäßige Besuche byzantinischer Kaufleute in Rußland von keiner Quelle erwähnt wer- 
den und daß es im Mittelalter kein geeignetes Mittel dafür gab, die Gültigkeit der 
Rechtsbestimmungen eines Landes auf dem Gebiet des anderen zu sichern. Sollte also die 
russische Seite bestrebt sein, einen Rechtsrahmen für den Aufenthalt der Byzatiner in der 
Kiewer Rus’ zu schaffen, dann müßte dieser auf dem russischen Gewohnheitsrecht basieren 
und in den Verträgen der J. 911 und 944 in der Dispositio der russischen Gegenurkunden 
eingetragen sein. 

Bevor wir jedoch zu der rechtshistorischen Untersuchung einzelner Bestimmungen 
übergehen, wollen wir einige Erkenntnisse vorausschicken, die sich bei der Arbeit mit den 
Insertartikeln ergeben haben. Die Tatsache, daß diese Bestimmungen von den Juristen der 
kaiserlichen Kanzlei auf der Grundlage des byzantinischen Rechts formuliert waren, 
bedeutet noch nicht, daß jeder Bestimmung ein konkretes Gesetz oder Paragraph der byzan- 
tinischen Gesetzgebung entspricht. Die Verfasser wollten jenen Fällen und Problemen ent- 
gegentreten, die der regelmäßige Aufenthalt der Russen und ihre Kontakte mit den 
Byzantinern in der Hauptstadt des Reiches und auf dem umliegenden Land aufkommen 
ließen. 

Jede Insertbestimmung ist eine ad hoc Neubildung, die zwei, drei oder noch mehrere 
Prinzipien des byzantinischen Rechts enthält. Die Auswahl dieser Prinzipien ist jedoch nicht 
zufällig. Es wurden vorzugsweise solche gewählt, die auch im russischen 
Gewohnheitsrecht® vorhanden waren, ohne jedoch daß die Verfasser wirklich den Boden des 


° Eine Auswahl der wichtigsten Untersuchungen hinsichtlich der rechtlichen Aspekte der Verträge: 
S. V. Juskov, Obscestvenno-politiceskij stroj i pravo Kievskogo gosudarstva, Moskva 1949, Repr. 
The Hague 1969; D. M. Меск, Russko-vizantijskie dogovory, in: Žurnal Ministerstva narodnogo 
prosveScenija 1915р, No 57, 59, 60; 1916g, No 62,66; 1917g, No 69. А. V. LONGINOV, Mirnye dogov- 
ory russkich s Grekami, Odessa 1904; V. SERGEEVIC, Lekcii i issledovanija po drevnej istorii russko- 
go prava, St. Peterburg 1910, Repr. The Hague 1967; A. DIMITRIU, К voprosu o dogovorach russkich 
5 grekami, Viz. Vrem. 2 (1895) S. 550ff. 


° ре wichtigste Quelle für die rechtlichen Verhältnisse der Ostslaven stellt die Russkaja Pravda 
dar, die in drei Fassungen erhalten ist. Die sogen. Kratkaja Pravda (7 Kurzes Recht) enstand am Ende 
des 11. Jhds., die Ausführliche (Prostrannaja) am Ende des 12./ Anfang des 13. Jhds. und die sogen. 
Verkürzte (Sokrascennaja), die von den beiden vorherigen abgeleitet ist, im 15. Jhd. Die Abschriften 
der Russ. Pr. stammen erst aus dem 14. und 15. Jhd. Für die Vertráge (trotz anderslautenden 
Meinungen) kommt nur das Kurze Recht in Frage, da es in seinem ältesten Teil die rechtlichen 
Verhältnisse der ostslavischen Bevölkerung und ihrer Stammesrechte wiedergibt. Die Hauptausgaben 
der Rus. Pravda: Pamjatniki russkogo prava, Bd. 1 hsg. von A. A. ZIMIN, Moskva 1952; Rossijskoe 
zakonodatelstvo X-XX vekov, Bd. 1, Moskva 1984; L. К. GoETZ, Das russische Recht, Bd. 1-4, 
Stuttgart 1910-1913; G. VERNARDsKY, Medieval Russian Laws, York 1947; M. M. SZEFTEL, 
Documents de droit public relatifs à la Russie Médiévale, Bruxelles 1963, S. 21-223. 
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byzantinischen Rechts verlassen hatten. Sie mufiten zwei Hindernisse überwinden: Die 
Anzahl der Berührungspunkte der beiden Rechtssysteme (des byzantinischen und des rus- 
sischen) war einerseits sehr klein, andererseits waren manche solcher „übereinstimmenden“ 
Rechtsnormen im Detail so grundsätzlich unterschiedlich, daß ihre Aufnahme den 
Byzantinern unvorstellbar sein mußte. So wird z.B. der Mord in beiden Rechten mit der 
Todesstrafe geahndet: Nach dem russischen Recht handelt es sich um Blutrache, die von 
engen Verwandten der Opfer, sozusagen automatisch, ausgeführt werden mußte, während 
in Byzanz die Blutrache unbekannt war und die Todesstrafe erst nach dem Urteil des 
Richters erfolgen konnte, da jedes „sich selbst Rechtschaffen“ verboten und strafbar war.’ 
Um diese Art von Hindernissen zu überwinden, griffen die Byzantiner (im Vertrag vom J. 
911 weit mehr als in jenem von J. 944) zu einem außerrechtlichen Mittel: sie haben manche 
Bestimmungen sehr unscharf und unprázis formuliert und auf alle Einzelheiten, die für die 
praktische Anwendung solcher Bestimmungen unbedingt nótig waren, verzichtet. Der 
Anwendungsgrund dieser Methode konnte ein politischer sein. Der Eindruck, die Russen 
werden in Byzanz nach ihrem Recht behandelt, konnte beabsichtigen, den Russen die 
Zustimmung mit demVereinbarten zu erleichtern, denn man soll nicht vergessen, ЧаВ im J. 
907 das russische Heer vor den Toren Konstantinopels stand, als über den Vertrag verhan- 
delt wurde. Auf jeden Fall scheint diese Methode sehr wirksam zu sein. Während sich für 
die Russen des 10. Jhds. spätestens bei der praktischen Anwendung dieser Verträge alle 
Zweifel auflösen mußten, führt diese Methode die heutigen Wissenschaftler immer noch 
irre. 

Nach diesen Vorbemerkungen kommen wir zu der Analyse einzelner Bestimmungen 
der inserierten Kaiserurkunden über, welche sich mit den Sachverhalten „flüchtige Sklaven“ 
und „Diebstahl“ befassen.® 

Die Bestimmung über flüchtige Sklaven im Insert vom J. 911 lautet wie folgt: О том, 
аще украден будеть челядинъ рускый, или ускочить или πο нужи продан будеть и 
жаловати начнут Русь, да покажеть ся таковое о челядине и да поимуть и <в> Русь; 
но и гостие аще погубиша челядинъ и жалують, да ищуть, обретаемое да поимуть е. 
AINE ли кто искушеньа сего не дасть створити местникъ, да погубить правду свою.” 

Dem Wortlaut dieser Bestimmung entsprechend, konnten die Russen, die sich in 
Byzanz befanden, in drei Fallen die byzantinischen Behórden um Hilfe nachsuchen: wenn 
ihnen ein Sklave gestohlen, entlaufen oder zwangsweise abgekauft wurde. Nach dem byzan- 
tinischen Recht war es dem Besitzer des Sklaven nicht ohne weiteres móglich, in fremden 
Häusern, auf Landgütern oder in anderen Räumlichkeiten nach dem flüchtigen Sklaven zu 
suchen, sondern nur mit der Bewilligung der zustandigen Behórde, sonst machte er sich 


7 Vgl. z.B. die Bestimmungen der Ekloga 17.5 (hrsg. уоп L. BURGMANN, Frankfurt 1983): „Wer 
einen Streit mit jemandem hat und nicht die Behörde anruft, sondern eigenmächtig aus Willkür oder 
Anmaßung etwas in gewaltsamem Zugriff wegnimmt, der soll, wenn er es wirklich in Verfolgung 
seines Eigentums getan hat, das Recht an seiner Sache verlieren und diese zurückgeben. Wenn er aber 
gar eine fremde Sache fortgenommen hat, dann soll er vom órtlichen Beamten mit Prügeln bestraft 
werden, da er unbefugt Selbstjustiz geübt hat, und er soll zurückerstatten, was er fortgenommen hat.“ 


$ Vor kurzem wurde die Analyse des Insertartikels des J.911 über den Totschlag veröffentlicht, vgl. 

J. MALINGOUDI, Terminologiceskaja leksika russko-vizantijskich dogovorov, in: Slavjane i ich sosedi, 

vyp. 6: Greéeskij i slavjanskij mir v srednie veka i rannee novoe vremja, Moskva 1996, S. 61-67. 

? — LICHACEV 1, S. 28; Die Klammer < > werden von uns in den Text von LICHACEV dort gesetzt, wo 
236 wir andere Lesungen vorziehen. 


strafbar, s. Bas. 60.7.3:9 Ὁ θέλων φυγάδα ζητεῖν ἐν ἀλλοτρίοις ἀγροῖς λαμβανέτω 
γράμματα τοῦ ἄρχοντος, ἔσθ’ ὅτε καὶ ταξεώτην, καὶ ποινὴν ὁ ἄρχων ὁρίζει κατὰ τοῦ 
μὴ συγχωροῦντος ζητῆσαι. Καὶ ἐν τοῖς βασιλικοῖς καὶ παγανικοῖς καὶ τοῖς τῶν ἀξιω- 
ματικῶν ἔξεστιν εἰσιέναι καὶ ζητεῖν τὰ ἴχνη καὶ τὰς κοίτας τῶν φυγάδων δούλων. Bas. 
60.7.7: Ὀφφίκιόν ἐστι τοῦ τῆς ἐπαρχίας ἄρχοντος ἐξουσίαν διδόναι τοῖς δεσπόταις εἰς 
τὸ ζητεῖν τοὺς ἰδίους φυγάδας. Es ist also anzunehmen, daß mit den Worten des Textes 
жаловати начнут Русь ein solches Verfahren gemeint ist. 

War der Sklave gefunden, dann kehrte er zu seinem Besitzer, wenn es sich nur um ein- 
fache Flucht handelte, s. Bas. 60.7.2: Oi ἁπλῶς φυγάδες δοῦλοι ἀποδίδονται τοῖς 
δεσπόταις. Bas. 60.7.6: Ὁ φυγὰς οἰκέτης αὐτὸς ἑαυτὸν κλέπτειν πιστεύεται. 

Was den Verkauf des Sklaven angeht, so kónnte er rückgángig gemacht werden, wenn 
er durch Gewalt oder Zwang zustande kam, s. Bas. 10.2.35: Τὰς πράσεις καὶ τὰς δωρεὰς 
καὶ τὰς διαλύσεις, ἅτινες κατὰ δυναστείαν ἐξεβιάσθησαν, προστάττομεν ἀσθενεῖν. Bas. 
19.10.71: Ὁ κατὰ βίαν πρᾶγμα πεπρακὼς δύναται ἀναδιδοὺς ὅπερ ἔλαβε τίμημα τὴν 
κατὰ βίαν γενομένην πρᾶσιν ἀνατρέπειν. 

Für den Diebstahl eines fremden Sklaven (plagium) sah das byzantinische Recht die 
Rückgabe des Sklaven an seinen Herrn und dazu noch einen anderen Sklaven oder den Preis 
eines solchen vor. Als Diebstahl galt aber nicht nur die Entwendung eines Sklaven, sondern 
auch die Verleitung des Sklaven zur Flucht und seine Versteckung,'' $. Ekloga 17.17: „Wer 
einen fremden Sklaven verführt, verbirgt oder versteckt, muf) zusátzlich zur Rückgabe 
dieses Sklaven dessen Herrn noch einen weiteren Sklaven oder den Kaufpreis dafür geben“; 
ünhlich Prochiros Nomos 39.24,” Bas. 60.7.1 und 60.48.4. 

Aus dem Wortlaut unseres Artikels geht hervor, daß spätestens nach dem Auffinden 
des Sklaven eine Untersuchung oder Ermittlung der byz. Behórden den Wahrheitsgehalt der 
Klage der Russen nachzuprüfen hatte. Diese Untersuchung hieß ,ζήτησις“ oder ,ἐξέτασις“ 
und ist im Basiliken-Gesetz 60.50 nachzulesen. Für diesen Begriff benutzte der Übersetzer 
das Wort искушение. Für die richtige Lesung des übersetzten Artikels ist von Bedeutung 
festzustellen, ob auch der Sklave an dieser Untersuchung teilnahm und verhórt wurde oder 
nicht. Ob wir also die betreffende Stelle als да покажется таковое о челядине (= wenn 
sich das hinsichtlich des Sklaven erweist) zu lesen haben, oder als покажется таковое OT 
челядина (= wenn sich das Diesbezügliche durch die Aussage des Sklaven erweist). Es geht 
mit anderen Worten darum, ob die Aussage des Sklaven das ausschlieBliche Beweismittel 
zur Feststellung des Sachverhaltes und die Entscheidungshilfe in strittigen Fallen darstellen 
konnte. 

Die byzantinische Gesetzgebung sah den Sklaven nur als Objekt des Rechts, als 
lebendige Ware. Die Basiliken erlauben in einigen wenigen Fallen die Befragung von 
Sklaven, verbieten ihnen jedoch als Zeugen für oder gegen ihren Herrn aufzutreten, vgl. 


? Basilicorum libri LX. Series A, t.I-VIII, ed. J. H. SCHELTEMA, N.van der WAL, Groningen etc. 
1955-1988. Über die Basiliken s. A. SCHMINCK, Studien zu mittelbyzantinischen Rechtsbüchern, 
Frankfurt 1986, S. 27ff. und dens., „Frömmigkeit ziere das Werk". Zur Datierung der 60 Bücher 
Leons VI, in: Subcesiva Groningana 3 (1989) 79-114. 


и Vgl. B. Sinocovitz, Studien zum Strafrecht der Ekloge, Athen 1956, S. 40-46; S. TROIANOS, Ὁ 
Ποινάλιος τοῦ Ἑκλογαδίου. Συμβολή εἰς τὴν ἱστορίαν τῆς ἐξελίξεως τοῦ ποινικοῦ δικαίου ἀπὸ τοῦ 
Corpus luris Civilis µέχρι τῶν Βασιλικῶν, Frankfurt 1980, S. 111-116. 

U J. et P. Zen, Jus Graecoromanum, Bd. 2, Athen 1931, Repr. Aalen 1962. 
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Bas. 60.5.33: Ὁσάκις περὶ δεσποτείας ἀνδραπόδον ζητεῖται, ἐὰν ἄλλαις ἀποδείξεσιν ἡ 
ἀλήθεια φωτισθῆναι ий δύναται, περὶ ἑαυτῶν αὐτὰ εἶναι μετὰ βασάνων ἐρωτητέα τὰ 
ἀνδράποδα. ἐὰν δὲ ἔστιν ἄλλη ἀπόδειξις οὐ βασανίζονται.. Bas. 15.1.90: Ἡ περὶ τῆς 
δεσποτείας τῶν δούλων ἀπόδειξις εἰ μὴ δύναται διὰ συμβολαίων ἀποδειχθῆναι, καλῶς 
διἑτέρων τινῶν ἀποδείκνυται ἢ καὶ αὐτῶν τῶν οἰκετῶν ἐρωτωμένων. Ekloga 14.2.2.: 
„Ein Sklave oder Freigelassener darf weder für noch gegen seinen Herrn aussagen“. 

Aus den Zitaten geht hervor, daß die Aussagen des Sklaven nicht einzig und allein für 
die Herausfindung der Wahrheit relevant sein konnten. Die Untersuchung, die bestimmt 
eine byzantinische Behörde durchführte, faßte möglicherweise alle an dem Fall Beteiligten, 
was auch durch den letzten Satz dieses Artikels bestatigt wird, wie wir gleich sehen werden. 

Im letzten Satz unserer Bestimmung sorgt das Wort местник, nach einigen 
Handschriffen мЪстник, für Unklarheit. Das erste Wort gehört zu месть = „Rache“, das 
zweite zu мЪсто - „Ort“ und dementsprechend wird местник-мЪстник als das slavische 
Equivalent entweder für das griechische ἐκδικητής, ἔκδικος angesehen, oder für das griech. 
τοπάρχης, τοποτηρητής, ἔπαρχος. 

Wir sind der Meinung, daß im griechischen Text der Bestimmung das Partizip des 
Präsenz vom Verb ἐκδικεῖν „verlangen, fordern, beanspruchen“'* stand, also ὁ ἐκδικῶν 
(neugriech: διεκδικητής), „derjenige, der Anspruch [auf den Sklaven] erhebt, der fordert, der 
[den Sklaven für sich] beansprucht“.'” Der Übersetzer hat für das griechische Partizip richtig 
das Substantiv местник gewählt, da ihm kein anderes Wort in dieser rechtlichen Bedeutung 
zur Verfügung stand. Demnach besagt der letzte Satz unserer Bestimmung, daß derjenige 
von jenen, die auf den gefundenen Sklaven Anspruch erheben, sein Recht verliert, der die 
Durchführung der Ermittlung durch die Byzantiner nicht zulaBt. 

An diesem Punkt muf) man sich fragen: konnte ein Byzantiner, der den ,russischen* 
Sklaven abkaufte, entwendete oder versteckte, den Ermittlungsbehórden seines eigenen 
Landes absagen oder dem Sklaven verbieten, auszusagen? Hatte der Kaiser Leon VI mit 
dieser Bestimmung eine ganze Reihe der byzantinischen Gesetze (z.B. Bas. 60.50 und 
andere unten zitierten) aufer Kraft setzen wollen und dem Tater die Entscheidung darüber 
überlassen, ob er bestraft wird oder nicht? Eine solche Deutung kann man nicht annehmen. 
Es waren anscheinend die Russen, die als Gaste, als nicht byzantinische Untertanen keine 
Pflicht hatten, sich und ihre Sklaven einer Befragung unterziehen zu lassen, denn es wurde 
in unseren Vertrágen nichts desgleichen darüber vereinbart. Falls sich die Russen also gegen 
die Ermittlung sträubten, verloren sie ihren Sklaven. 

Über den Zweck dieser Maßnahme kann man nur Hypothesen aufstellen. Es kann sein, 
daf die Byzantiner die Russen von unwahren Anzeigen über angebliche Verluste von 
Sklaven abbringen wollten, um ihnen auf diese Weise die Móglichkeit zu versperren, für 


3 Die Novelle 49 Leons VI (P. NOAILLES - A. DA, Les Novelles de Leon VI Le Sage, Paris 1944) 
verbot jedoch vóllig die Befragung der Sklaven. 


м Das altkirchenslavische Verb мьстити wird für die griechischen Verben ἐκδικεῖν, ἐκζητεῖν und 
τιμωρεῖσθαι gebraucht, s. Slovník jazyka staroslověnského (Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae), Praha 
1966-1997, Bd. 2, S. 256. 


5 Ein schönes Beispiel für das Verb ἐκδικεῖν in der Bedeutung „verlangen, fordern, beanspruchen“ 
findet sich in Basiliken 15.1.23: Τὴν περὶ ἀπαιτήσεως πράγματος ἀγωγὴν ἢ ὁ κατὰ φύσιν ἢ ὁ 
κατὰ νόμον δεσπότης κινεῖ. Τὰ ἱερὰ καὶ τὰ μνημεῖα ἐκδικεῖν ὡς ἡμετέρα οὐ δυνάμεθα. Ἐὰν 
τῷ ἐμῷ πράγματι προσθήσω ἀλλότριον ὥστε μέρος αὐτοῦ γενέσθαι, ἐμὸν γίνεται τὸ πᾶν καὶ 
238 καλῶς αὐτὸ ἐκδικῶ, οἷον ἀνδριάντι πόδα ἢ χεῖρα ἢ σκύφῳ ὠτίον ἢ πυθμένα ἢ τραπέζῃ πόδα. 


den nicht gefundenen Sklaven die Entschádigung von der byzantinischen Staatskasse zu 
beanspruchen. Die Frage der Entschádigung für den entlaufenen Sklaven wird in diesem 
Artikel zwar nicht direkt erwähnt, aber sein Ausdruck o6peraemoe да поимут e = τὸ 
εὑρεθὲν ἔχουσι = „das Festgestellte sollen sie nehmen“, läßt eine solche Vermutung zu. 
Die Annahme, daB mit diesem unklaren Ausdruck doch die Entschádigung gemeint sein 
könnte, basiert auch auf dem Wortlaut des Artikels im 7.944 mit ähnlichem Inhalt (s. unten), 
der für den Fall des entlaufenen und nicht gefundenen „russischen“ Sklaven für dessen 
Herrn die Entschadigung im Wert von zwei Stoffballen vorsieht, mit der Bemerkung, ,,wie 
früher festgelegt". Mit diesem „früher“ konnte eben der Artikel von 911 gemeint sein. 

Der oberen Darstellung entsprechend, lesen wir diesen Insertartikel vom J.911 wie 
folgt: Wenn ein Sklave der Russen" gestohlen wird oder entläuft oder unter Zwang verkauft 
wird und die Russen klagen, und sollte sich solches hinsichtlich des Sklaven erweisen, so 
sollen ihn die Russen bekommen; auch wenn die Kaufleute" einen Sklaven verlieren und 
klagen, sollen sie nach ihm suchen und das Festgestellte bekommen. Welcher 
Anspruchsteller diese Ermittlung nicht zuläßt, verliert sein Recht. 

Zwei weitere Bestimmungen über entlaufene Sklaven befinden sich im Insertteil des 
Vertrages von 944. Die eine betrifft jene Sklaven, die von den Russen zu den Byzantinern 
flüchten, die andere behandelt den umgekehrten Fall. Die erste Bestimmung hat den fol- 
genden Wortlaut: 

Аще ускочить челядинъ от Руси (πο нь же) придуть Bb страну царствия нашего 
и (у) святаго Мамы аще будеть, да поимуть и; аще ли не обрящется, да на роту идуть 
(наши) хрестеяне Руси по вЪрЪ ихъ а не хрестеянии по закону своему, ти тогда 


6 Zu den Begriffen für Russen und ihr Land ist Folgendes zu sagen: Die Byzantiner haben für die 
Kaufleute und Abgesandte, die jedes Jahr das бух. Reich besuchten, die Kollektivbezeichnung oi Ῥῶς 
gebraucht (spáter auch Ῥοῦσσοι, s. Zeremonienbuch II, 45). Sie haben diese Oberschicht des Kiewer 
Staates wahrscheinlich als eine soziale, denn als streng ethnische Gruppe verstanden, da sie neben 
Personen skandinavischer Herkunft auch einige wenige nichtskandinavischer, wie Slaven, Balten oder 
Finnen miteinschließ. Dieser Umstand und der Fakt, daß diese Skandinavier ein Land mit nicht skan- 
dinavischer Bevólkerung beherrschten, war wahrscheinlich der Grund dafür, daB den byzantinischen 
Quellen des 9. und 10. Jhds. nicht nur der Singular zum „ої 'Рос“ unbebannt ist, sondern auch ein 
Adjektiv für „russisch“. Das Land, daß die ‘Pac beherrschten, bezeichneten die Byzantiner zuerst als 
Хора τῶν Ῥῶς, später Ῥωσία (ein Neologismus des K. Porhyrogennetos) oder χώρα τῆς Ῥωσίας. 
Eine Übersicht der Problematik findet sich in den Kommentaren zu der russichen Übersetzung des K. 
Porhyrogennetos, De administrando imperio: K. Bagrjanorodnyj. Ob upravlenii imperiej. Tekst, 
perevod, kommentarij G.G. LITAVRIN, A.P. NovosELcEv, Moskva 1989, S. 293-308. 


Bei der Übersetzung unserer Verträge ins Altkirchenslavische und der anschließenden Russifizierung 
der Texte muBte es zu einem Durcheinander der Bezeichnungen für das Land und die Leute gekom- 
men sein. Der russische Ausdruck „die Rus’“, eine feminine Kollektivbezeichnung, konnte nämlich 
sowohl das Land, als auch seine Bewohner bezeichnen. Unsere Zurückübersetzung der Vertráge in das 
Griechische hat gezeigt, wann mit der „Rus’“ das Land und wann seine Bewohner gemeint sind. 
Deswegen setzen wir in der dt. Übersetzung das Wort „Russen“dort ein, wo nach unserer Überzeu- 
gung im griechischen Original οἱ Ῥῶς stand, dagegen der Ausdruck „das Land der Rus’“ für das 
griechische ἡ χώρα τῶν ‘Pac. 

‘7 Warum die Kaufleute an dieser Stelle als gesonderte Gruppe genannt werden, ist nicht klar. 
Wahrscheinlich gab es auch Russen, die sich zwar nicht als Kaufleute ausweisen konnten, trotzdem 
aber die Berechtigung dazu hatten, den Verlust ihres Sklaven anzuzeigen. Für diese Erklárung spricht 
eine Stelle des Vertrages, die unter dem J. 907 verzeichnet ist: „Wenn die Russen ohne Kaufmannsgut 
kommen, sollen sie den Monatsunterhalt nicht bekommen“. Im Vertrag von 944 werden Russen, die 
sich nicht mit ofiziellen Urkunden ausweisen kónnen, als Feinde des Reiches behandelt. 
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взамають OT Hach ц$ну свою яко же уставлено есть преже, 2 паволоц$ за чалядинъ.!'® 

Die Meinungen der Kommentatoren dieser Bestimmung gehen so weit auseinander, 
daß man hier die wichtigsten nur punktartig aufzählen kann. Einige behaupten, es geht um 
die Flucht der Sklaven aus Rußland nach Byzanz,'” nach anderen flüchteten die Sklaven 
vom Hl. Mamas, einem Vorort von Konstantinopel und Quartier der Russen bei ihren 
Besuchen der Hauptstadt.” Es wird auch darüber gestritten, zu wem die Sklaven flüchteten 
und welche Russen den Eid ablegten und was sie versprachen. Sind unter dem Ausdruck 
наши хрестеяне Руси die russischen Handler und Abgesandte, oder die russischen Sóldner 
im kaiserlichen Dienst, die sich als „dauernde“ Bewohner von Byzanz taufen liessen, zu ver- 
stehen 77! Und wurde der Eid von den Besitzern der entlaufenen Sklaven gegeben, die nach 
Byzanz eingereist sind, um nach ihnen zu suchen, oder schwörten die Russen-Söldner, daß 
sie keinen entlaufenen Sklaven versteckten?” 

Unser Deutungsvorschlag geht von der Tatsache aus, daß die Bestimmung ein Teil der 
Kaiserurkunde ist, die von dem byzantinischen Kaiser formuliert wurde, sich an die Russen 
wendet und die Beziehungen zwischen den Russen und den Byzantinern auf dem Gebiet des 
byzantinischen Reiches regelt. Außer diesem Rahmen, der ja für alle Insertartikel gilt, läßt 
sich eine Anzahl von logischen Gründen anführen, die alle dafür sprechen, daß diese 
Bestimmung jene Sklaven meint, die von jenen russischen Händlern und Abgesandten 
flüchteten, die sie nach Byzanz, und konkret bis zum Hl. Mamas, brachten. Diese Sklaven 
waren für den Verkauf auf dem Sklavenmarkt von Konstantinopel bestimmt. Sie sind weder 
auf eigene Faust nach Byzanz gekommen, noch haben sie in Byzanz etwa bei ihren 
Landsleuten (welchen Status auch immer diese letzteren hatten)? Zuflucht gesucht. Wir 
zahlen einige dieser logischen Gründe aus: 

- Woher sollte man wissen, daß ein Sklave aus dem weitentfernten Rußland gerade 
nach Byzanz flüchtete und nicht anderswohin? 


5 Die Klammer wurden in den Text von LicHACEV 1, S. 36 von uns gesetzt, um dem Leser 
anzuzeigen, wo wir Lesungen anderer Handschriften bevorziehen. 


В So z.B. LicHACEV 1, S. 233; M. HELLMANN, Die Handelsverträge des 10.Jhds. zwischen Kiev und 
Byzanz, in: Untersuchungen zu Handel und Verkehr der vor- und frühchristlichen Zeit in Mittel- und 
Nordeuropa, Teil IV. Der Handel der Karolinger- und Wikingerzeit, Góttingen 1987, S. 663; R. 
TRAUTMANN, Die altrussische Nestorchronik, Leipzig 1931, S. 31; JušKov, S. 129. 


20 Vgl. z.B. ZIMIN, S. 38; SERGEEVIC, S. 642; N.P. NEKRASOV, Zametka o dvuch statjach v dogovore 
Igorja s Grekami 944g., in: Izvestija Otdelenija Russkogo jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj 
Akademii nauk 1902g., Bd. 7, kn. 3, St. Peterburg 1902, S. 82. 


?! So z.B. ZIMIN, S. 44, NEKRASOV, S. 82. Man muß betonen, daß der Gedanke über die Taufe der 
russischen Söldner im kaiserlichen Dienst von keiner Quelle erwähnt wird und eine reine Hypothese 
darstellt. Es steht dagegen fest, daß ein Teil der Russen im J. 944, die im Vertrag genannt werden, 
bereits Christen waren und auf den Kreuz schwórten, wáhrend andere noch ihre Gottheit Perun 
anrufen. Nur in diesem Fall sprechen die Byzantiner von christlichen und nichtchristlichen Russen, 
sonst beanspruchen sie die Bezeichnungen ,,Christ, Christen, christliches Land" für sich, die dann als 
Synomyme zu „Byzantiner, Byzanz“ zu verstehen sind. 
2 NEKRASOV, S. 83. 
3 Die Frage nach dem Status der russischen Söldner und Händler, die sich in Byzanz aufhielten, hat 
zuletzt G.G. LITAVRIN behandelt und zur Beleuchtung mancher Aspekte ihres Aufenthaltes beigetra- 
gen, vgl. dens. Uslovija prebyvanija drevnich rusov v Konstantinopole v X.v. i ich juridiceskij status, 
546 in: Vizantijskie oëerki, Moskva 1991, S. 60-82 und Viz. vrem. (Fortsetzung der Studie) 54 (1993) 81- 
92. 


- Wie sollte ein Sklave aus Rußland wissen, ob er in Byzanz bei seinen Landsleuten 
Zuflucht findet? Die russischen Sóldner konnten sich irgendwo auf Feldzug befinden, 
wührend die russischen Handler nur 2 bis 3 Monate im Jahr in Byzanz verbrachten.” 
Außerdem waren diese Söldner und Händler überwiegend skandinavischer Herkunft und ein 
Sklave slavischer, finnischer oder anderer Herkunft hätte sich mit ihnen kaum verständigen 
können. 

- Die geographische Entfernung Rußlands von Byzanz und der Weg dorthin durch 
feindliches Gebiet (vgl. die Beschreibung bei K. Porphyrogennetos) begünstigten 
keineswegs Reisen einzelner Personen. 

- Welchen Grund hätten die Byzantiner gehabt, den Russen Entschädigung zu zahlen, 
ohne zu wissen, ob wirklich der Sklave aus Rußland zu ihnen flüchtete? Würden sie einzig 
den Eid eines jeglichen Russen, der bei ihnen als Besitzer eines entlaufenen Sklaven vor- 
sprach, als Beweismittel für die Richtigkeit der Aussage akzeptieren? 

Diese „negativen“ Gründe verstärken unsere Überzeugung, daß die obere Lesung des 
slavischen Textes und die bisherigen Deutungen nicht richtig sein können. Wir schlagen 
deshalb die folgende Lesung des Artikels vor: 

„Wenn ein Sklave von den Russen, nachdem sie in das Land unserer Majestät gekom- 
men sind, und von dem HI. Mamas entläuft, wenn er gefunden wird, sollen sie ihn nehmen. 
Wenn man ihn aber nicht findet, sollen die christlichen Russen” nach ihrem Glauben 
schwören, die nichtchristlichen nach ihrer Sitte und dann erhalten sie von uns seinen 
Preis, wie früher festgesetzt, zwei Stoffballen”’ für jeweils einen Sklaven. “ 

Dieser Bestimmung liegen die folgenden Rechtsbestimmungen zugrunde: Basiliken 
60.7.3. und 60.7.7 (s. oben), nach denen der Besitzer des entlaufenen Sklaven zuerst die 
byzantinischen Behörden um Erlaubnis bitten mußte, um nach seinem Sklaven suchen zu 
kónnen. War der Sklave gefunden, konnte ihn sein Besitzer, den Bas. 60.7.2 zufolge, ohne 


* Die Annahme, daß die Russen jedes Jahr nach Byzanz 2 Handelsflotten schickten, von denen sich 
jede zwei Monate in Konstantinopel aufhielt, (s. LITAVRIN, Uslovija) ist sehr wahrscheinlich. Nach 
dem Eparchenbuch (Das Eparchenbuch Leons des Weisen, ed. J. Корек, Wien 1991, 202, S. 134- 
135) durfte der Aufenthalt der fremden Kaufleute in Byzanz die drei Monate nicht überschreiten. 


? Diese Lesung (ohne das Pronomen наши) stammt aus der Hypatios-Handschrift der Nestor- 
Chronik. Der Umstand, daß in den Handschriften neben наши auch ваши vorkommt, spricht dafür, 
daß diese Pronomina spätere Zusätze darstellen, als die Abschreiber den Insert von dem übrigen Text 
nicht zu unterscheiden vermochten und Rußland schon längst ein christliches Land war. 


% Wir haben das Wort „Sitte“ für das закон (=Gesetz) des slav. Textes bewußt gewählt, denn den 
Eid der heidnischen Russen auf ihre Waffen und die Ausrufung ihrer Perun- Gottheit kann man kaum 
als „Gesetz“ bezeichnen. Im griechischen Original stand bestimmt das Wort συνήθεια, das im rómisch- 
byzantinischen Recht die Bedeutung von „Brauch, ungeschriebenes Gesetz“ hatte, vgl. Bas. 2.1.42: à 
μακρὰ συνήθεια ἀντὶ νόμου κρατεῖ ἐν οἷς οὐκ ἔστιν ἔγγραφος. Dieses Beispiel, sowie über das 
Gewohnheitsrecht in Byzanz s. bei D. Simon, Balsamon zum Gewohnheitsrecht, in: Σχολια. Studia ad 
criticam interpretationemque textuum graecorum et ad historiam iuris graeco-romani pertinentia viro 
doctissimo D. Holwerda oblata, Groningen 1985, S. 119-133. Zu diesem Wort in unseren Vertrágen 
s. auch MALINGOUDI, Vertráge, S. 59, Anm. 125. 


7 Der Formulierung zufolge, wurde den Russen die Entschädigung für den entlaufenen Sklaven 
nicht in Geld ausbezahlt, sondern in Warenform. Die Stoffballen stammten wahrscheinlich aus 
staatlichen Vorráten und waren somit billiger als der Marktpreis dieser. Wir haben das Wort 
»Stoffballen* für das slavische паволокы gewählt. Dieses Wort hatte die Bedeutung „teurer Stoff“, 
ist aber nicht ausgeschlossen, daß es sich in diesem Fall um Segeltuch handelte, das die Russen für 
ihre Schiffe brauchten. 
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weiteres wiederhaben. Wenn aber der Sklave nicht auffindbar war, legte sein Besitzer den 
Eid hinsichtlich des Verlustes des Sklaven ab und bekam von dem byzantinischen Staat die 
Entschádigung in der Form von zwei Stoffballen. 

Dieser Artikel des J. 944 unterscheidet sich von dem vorher untersuchten des J. 911 in 
folgenden Punkten: a) Die Russen dürfen jetzt nur die Flucht des Sklaven anzeigen, nicht 
den Diebstahl oder den erzwungenen Verkauf; b) Die Anzeige hinsichtlich des entlaufenen 
Sklaven dürfen nur diejenigen Russen erstatten, die sich durch Urkunde, also als offiziell 
anerkannte Kaufmänner oder Abgesandte ausweisen können, während dieses Recht im 
Vertrag v. 911 auch anderen Personen, die Byzanz besuchen, stillschweigend anerkannt 
wird (vgl. oben Anm. 17; c) Der Artikel vom J. 944 kennt keine Ermittlungsprozedur; d) Im 
Vertrag vom J. 944 wird eine Entschädigung dem Besitzer des entlaufenen und nicht gefun- 
denen Sklaven zugesprochen. 

Die Erklarung für diese Wende findet sich, unserer Meinung nach, im Artikel 1 des gle- 
ichen Vertrages vom J. 944. Dieser besagt, daf sich die russischen Gesandten und Kaufleute 
bei ihrer Ankunft in Byzanz nicht nur auszuweisen haben (das war schon im J. 911 der Fall), 
sondern daß ihre Urkunden auch die Anzahl der Schiffe mitteilen müssen, die jeder von 
ihnen mitführt. Auf diese Weise waren die Byzantiner in der Lage, nicht nur festzustellen, 
wie viele Sklaven die Russen in das Reich mitbrachten, sondern auch, wem sie namentlich 
gehórten. Darüber hinaus konnten die Byzantiner jeden Tag eine genaue Übersicht über die 
Anzahl der verkauften Sklaven haben, da, gema dem gleichen Artikel, alle 
Handelstransaktionen der Russen in der Hauptstadt unter der Aufsicht eines byzantinischen 
Beamten stattfinden mußten. Diese absolute Kontrolle machte es also möglich, jederzeit die 
Anzahl der Sklaven und die Wahrheit der Anzeigen über Sklavenverluste nachzuprüfen. 
Somit wurden die Fálle von Diebstahl und erzwungenen Verkauf von Sklaven aus- 
geschlossen, die Ermittlungen überflüssig und der Eid der Russen nur eine formale 
Voraussetzung für die Auszahlung der Entschádigung. 

Der gleich nachste Insertartikel des Vertrages vom J. 944 behandelt den umgekehrten 
Fall, námlich die Flucht eines Sklaven von den Byzantinern zu den Russen: 

Аще ли кто OT людий царства нашего, ли от города нашего, ли от инЪхъ городъ 
ускочить челядинъ нашь къ вамъ, и принесеть что, да въспятять и опять; а еже что 
принеслъ будеть, все ц$ло, и да возметь от него золотника два имечнаго.?? 

Der erste Teil dieses Textes zeigt noch klar die ursprüngliche griechische 
Formulierung: εἰ τις ἐκ τοῦ λαοῦ τῆς βασιλείας ἡμῶν, εἴτε ἐκ τῆς ἡμετέρας Πόλεως, 
εἴτε ἐκ ἄλλων πόλεων ἀποδράσῃ δοῦλος ἡμῶν πρὸς ὑμᾶς... Der Gebrauch des pluralis 
maiestatis für die Person des Kaisers ist absolut richtig, da der Aussteller dieser Urkunde 
der Kaiser Romanos Lekapenos war. Romanos meint mit dem Ausdruck λαὸς тйс 
βασιλείας ἡμῶν (=людие царства нашего) die Bewohner, die Untertanen seines Landes, 
des byzantinischen Reiches.” 

Mit dem ersten Satz sind also jene Sklaven gemeint, die von ihren Besitzern, 
wahrscheinlich wohlhabenden Byzantinern, zu den Russen, die beim Hl. Mamas 


7  LICHACEV 1, S. 35: посли и гостье да приносять грамоту, пишюче сице AKO послахъ корабль 
селико... да послет царство наше, да испишеть имяна ваша. - Die Nummerierung der Artikel 
stammt von uns, da die Ausgabe von LicHACEV ohne Nummerierung ist. 


?  LICHACEV 1, S. 36. 


quartierten, flüchteten. Demnach halte ich jene Deutungen, die im Ausdruck от людий 
царства нашего nur Sklaven oder Personen aus der Umgebung des Kaisers sehen wollen,’ 
für nicht richtig. Genauso falsch ist die oft zum Ausdruck gebrachte Meinung, es gehe um 
Sklaven nur russischer Herkunft.? Die Sklaven in Byzanz des 10. Jhds. stammten aus drei 
Quellen: aus physischer Reproduktion, oder sie gelangten dorthin entweder durch Handel 
oder als Kriegsgefangene.” Doch gemäß dem Artikel 7 des gleichen Inserts konnten die 
Russen ihre Landsleute, die als Sklaven durch Handel oder als Kriegsgefangene in den 
Besitz der Byzantiner gelangten, für einen festgesetzten Preis loskaufen.** Diese Kategorie 
von russischen Sklaven konnte also auf legalem Weg ihre Freiheit wiedererlangen, es sei 
denn, die russichen Handler und Abgesandten waren zum Loskauf nicht bereit, trotz der ver- 
traglichen Verpflichtung. 

Im Gegenteil, es waren wahrscheinlich die nicht russischen Sklaven, die allen Grund 
hatten, zu den Russen zu flüchten: als Kriegsgefangene nach Byzanz gebracht, warteten sie 
auf eine günstige Gelegenheit, um in ihre Heimatlander zurückzukehren. In solchem Falle 
waren die Russen sehr geeignete Helfer, da sie mit ihnen den schweren Weg über das 
Schwarze Meer zurücklegen konnten. Man kann aber nicht ausschliessen, daß auch 
griechische Sklaven zu den Russen flüchteten, wenn sie z.B. irgendeiner Bestrafung entge- 
hen wollten. Man kann sich also vorstellen, даВ diese Kategorien von Sklaven etwas den 
Russen mitzubringen bemüht waren, um ihnen die gewünschte Hilfe „bezahlen“ zu können, 
und daB sie deswegen bei ihrem Hernn für diesen Zweck etwas entwendeten, z.B. Geld, 
etwas Kostbares oder Teures. Die Flucht aus Konstantinopel oder anderen byzantinischen 
Stadten zu den Russen, die sich beim Hl. Mamas, einer Vorstadt ca 2 km nordlich der 
Hauptstadtmauer,  aufhielten, konnte dem Sklaven gelingen, auf keinen Fall aber einem aus 
Kiew, wie man den Ausdruck от города нашего auch manchmal interpretiert.’ Denn mit 
dem Wort город (= πόλις, „Stadt“) ist nicht irgendeine Stadt gemeint, aber es ist die 
Abkürzung des Namens für die Kaiserstadt Konstantinopel, die auf griechisch 
Κωνσταντινούπολις (=die Stadt Konstantins) hieB. Diese Abkürzung war in Byzanz lange 
vor dem 10. Jhd. üblich?" und im griechischsprechenden Raum ist sie noch heute im 
Gebrauch. 


9 Die gleiche Bezeichnung für die Untertanen (людие) sowohl des russischen, als auch des byzan- 
tinischen Reiches findet sich nochmals im Vertrag von 944, in jenem Teil, der von den Russen stammt: 
Игорь... и людье рустии послаша ны къ Роману... створити любовь... со BCÉMM людьми 
гречьскими, vgl. MALINGOUDI, Verträge, S. 39. Man kann diese Ubereinstimmungen in der 
Formulierung der russischen und der kaiserlichen Urkunde als einen weiteren Beweis dafür sehen, daB 
die Vertragsurkunden der Russen von den griechischen Beamten angefertigt wurden. 


9 ΖΒ. HELLMANN, S. 663; LICHACEV 2, S. 223. 

2 NEKRASOV, S. 83. 

3 Vgl: Ch. AGGELIDE, Δούλοι στην Κωνσταντινούπολη τον 100. αι. Н μαρτυρία του Βίου του 
οσίου Βασιλείου του Νέου, Σύμμεικτα 6 (1985) 33-51; s. auch H. KÔPSTEIN, Sklaven in der Peira, in: 
Fontes Minores IX, Frankfurt 1993, S. 1-33. 

*  LICHACEV 1, S. 37: (Aute ли обращутся русь работающе у грек...) 

5 Uber die Lokalisierung vgl. J. PARGOIRE, St. Mamas, le quartier russe de Constantinople, Echos 
d' Orient 11 (1968) 203-210; s. auch LiTAVRIN, Uslovija, Viz. Vrem. 54, S. 81ff. 

?6 NEKRASOV, S. 83. 


? Alle diesbezüglichen Belege aus den Quellen s. bei E. FENSTER, Laudes Constantinopolitanae, 
München 1968, S. 98ff., 121, 154, 170 u.a. 
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Im zweiten Teil unseres Artikels entsteht Unklarheit hinsichtlich der Zahlung von 2 
Goldstücken, ob diese BuBgeld oder Belohnung darstellten. Die Unklarheit verursacht das 
Wort имечнаго, das nur in der Hypatios-Handschrift der Nestor Chronik in genitiver und 
russifizierter Form überliefert ist und dessen Bedeutung ungewiß ist, da es zum zweiten 
Male nirgendwo vorkommt. Wir sind der Meinung, daß der Übersetzer mit dem Wort 
„имечное“ das griechische μήνυτρον» (n., „Belohnung für Anzeige“) der Vorlage 
wiedergeben wollte. Das griech. μήνυτρον ist vom Verb μηνύω - „ein Geheimnis enthüllen, 
aufdecken, bekannt machen“ abgeleitet. Der Übersetzer wahlte das gemeinslavische 
*јьтьсь -"(Kriegs)gefangener, Gewahrsmann, Bürge“” (vom *jeti -“nehmen, ergreifen, 
fassen, fangen“), dem er das Neutrumsuffix - noe anhángte und so das Wort *jemocnoe, 
*jemecnoe (= russifiz. имечное) bildete, dessen Bedeutung man auf Deutsch am bestem mit 
„Fanggeld“ übersetzen konnte. 

Interessant ist die Tatsache, daß die Byzantiner den Russen die Belohnung für die 
Anzeige über den entlaufenen Sklaven boten, da ihn die Russen sowieso nicht behalten oder 
verkaufen konnten: das Behalten des Sklaven mußte als Diebstahl gelten (s. oben), wofür 
der Artikel 5 des gleichen Inserts die Rückgabe des Gestohlenen und noch seinen Preis als 
Strafe vorschreibt.” Der Artikel 5 spricht zwar nicht direkt über den Sklavendiebstahl, aber 
der muß als miteinbezogen gedacht werden, da der Sklave vom byzantinischen Recht als 
Ware behandelt wurde. Die Russen konnten aber auch nicht den so erworbenen Sklaven in 
Byzanz weiterverkaufen, da einerseits der Verkauf vom Diebstahlgut durch den gleichen 
Artikel 5 bestraft wurde, andererseits hatte der Käufer, war er ein Byzantiner, die vom 
Gesetz (Ваз. 60.6.22)* vorgeschriebene Pflicht, die Herkunft der zum Kauf angebotenen 
Ware nachzuprüfen, sonst machte er sich strafbar. 

Die Belohnung war wahrscheinlich vom Gesetzgeber zum Schutz des byzantinischen 
Sklavenbesitzers gedacht. Wenn man bedenkt, daß der Aufenthalt von fremden Kaufleuten 
in Byzanz auf höchstens drei Monate befristet war“? und daß das Suchen nach dem Sklaven 
eine zeitraubende Angelegenheit sein konnte (vgl. oben die zitierten Bas. 60.7.3 und 60.7.7), 
scheint dieser Schluß logisch. Der Nutzen der schnellen Auffindung des Sklaven mußte für 
den Besitzer noch größer sein, wenn ihm der Sklave vor seiner Flucht etwas entwendet hatte 
oder wenn er ein spezialisierter Handwerker in den Werkstätten der Hauptstadt маг." 

Hypothetisch, wie die obere Meinung, wird auch der Gedanke bleiben, ob mit dieser 
Maßnahme der Gesetzgeber die Russen nicht davon abbringen wollte, solche Sklaven 
auszuführen, um sie in einem dritten Land zu verkaufen, oder, falls sie Griechen und 


9?  Aufler den Belegen für das Wort in den entsprechenden Lexika s. den Nachweis des Wortes in 
Greek Papyri in the British Museum (ed. НІ. BELL) Vol. IV, London 1910, Reprint Milano 1973. 


? Vgl. Etimologiceskij slovar' slavjanskich jazykov, vyp. 6, Moskva 1979, S. 27 und vyp. 8, 
Moskva 1981, S. 224. 

^?  LICHACEV 1, S. 36: Auge ли ключится украсти русину OT грекъ что... 

4 Ὁ ἀγοράσας κλοπιμαῖα xoi ἀπαιτούμενος εἰπεῖν τὸν πεπράκοτα οὐκ ὀφείλει λέγειν, ὅτι 
ἀγνοῶ, τίς ἐστι παρερχόμενος γάρ τις πἐπρακέ μοι αὐτὰ καὶ ὥδευσεν, ἀλλ᾽ ὀφείλει λέγειν τὸν 
κλέπτην. 

? Vgl. die Anmerkung 24 oben. 


5 Uber Sklaven, die in den Werkstätten tätig oder mit Verwaltungsaufgaben beauftragt waren, 
spricht das Eparchenbuch, s. KODER 2.8, 4.2, 6.7 u.a. 


^  LICHACEV 1, S. 37: Enuko хрестеянъ oT власти нашея плЪнена приведуть русь... 


Christen waren, sie im nächsten Jahr wieder nach Byzanz als Kriegsgefangene zu bringen, 
um für sie von der Staatskasse die Entschädigung gemäß des Art. 6 von 944* zu verlangen. 

Den oberen Ausführungen zu Folge, lesen wir also den Artikel wie folgt: 

„Wenn irgendeiner unser Sklave von den Untertanen unserer Majestät, sei es aus der 
Stadt [Konstantins], sei es aus anderen Städten, entläuft zu euch und etwas mitbringt, soll 
man ihn zurückgeben; und wenn das, was er mitbrachte, ganz vollständig ist, soll man für 
ihn 2 Goldstücke” Belohnung nehmen“.* 

Der nächste hier untersuchte Artikel betrifft den Diebstahl und stammt aus dem Insert 
des Vertrages vom J.911: 

О сем, аще кто OT хрестьянъ или от Руси мученьа образом искусъ TBODHTH, и 
насильемъ”” явЪ возметь что любо дружне, да въспятить троиче.“% 

Diese Bestimmung ist vielleicht die schwierigste aller Insertartikel, da die vielen hand- 
schriftlichen Varianten, die Zweideutigkeit der Ausdrücke (bzw. der Ausdrucksverbindun- 
gen) und die syntaktische Unklarheit erheblich die Wiederherstellung ihrer ursprünglichen 
Gestalt erschweren. 

Dieser Artikel wird traditionell als Diebstahl- oder Raubversuch gedeutet;? eine 
Annahme, die auf der Existenz der Worter насилье und мученьа basiert. Doch diese 
Deutung kann nicht richtig sein, denn das byzantinische Recht straft diesen Versuch nicht. 
Man kann nicht annehmen, daf der Verfasser dieser Bestimmung, Kaiser Leon VI, die 
Bestrafung einer Tat anordnete, die der Gesetzgebung seines Landes unbekannt war, um so 
mehr, daß die Strafe, laut dem Artikel, auch für seine Untertanen gelten sollte. Leon VI war 
kein Laie, sondern ein gelernter Jurist, der die umfangreichste Kodifikation des gesamten 
Rechts in griechischer Sprache veranlaBte (60 Bücher der Basiliken) und Autor einer aus 
113 Novellen bestehenden Sammlung.” 

Die völlig neue Deutung dieser Bestimmung, die wir hier zur Diskussion vorlegen, ist 
Ergebnis einer langen Reihe von Versuchen, sie in das Griechische zurückzuübersetzen. Es 
wurden alle handschriftlichen Varianten berücksichtigt und durchgespielt, um nicht nur den 
ursprünglichen Text herauszufinden, sondern auch seinen rechtlichen Inhalt zum Vorschein 
kommen zu lassen. 

Der Schlüssel zum Verständnis des Textes stellt das Wort дружн% dar, das für das 
griechische ἀπὸ κοινοῦ = „gemeinsam, zusammen", oder für où μόνος - „nicht allein“ 
steht. Dieser Umstand, daß die Straftat nicht von einem, sondern von mehreren Tätern aus- 
geführt wird, führt uns zu der Novelle 70 des gleichen Kaisers, Leon VI, wo die Regel (die 
allerdings schon im römischen Recht galt) begründet wird, daß für jede Teilnahme an krimi- 


^5 [n dieser Studie wird der Wert der genannten Währungen nicht untersucht. 


^$ Der Formulierung der letzten Phrase zufolge, bekommt eine Belohnung nur derjenige Russe, der 
dem Besitzer auñer den entlaufenen Sklaven noch das zurückgibt, was der Sklave mitbrachte. In der 
Wirklichkeit zahlte aber der Sklavenbesitzer die Belohnung sicherlich auch dann, wenn der Russe nur 
den entlaufenen Sklaven bei den Behórden anzeigte, ohne die Angabe über das evtl. Mitgebrachte. 
Denn hatte der Sklavenbesitzer seinen Sklaven gefunden, so fand er bestimmt auch heraus, ob ihm 
etwas entwendet worden war. 


* Die Form dieses Wortes mit -m ist in keiner Handschrift belegt. 
48 LicHACEV 1, S. 27. 

° ZB. LICHACEV 2, S. 277; ZIMIN, 5. 19; MEICIK 1916g., 5. 115-127. 
% Vgl. A. SCHMINCK, Frömmigkeit, S. T9ff. 
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nellen Taten, unabhängig von der Höhe oder dem Grad der Beteiligung, die gleiche Strafe 
gilt. 

Die Art des Delikts wird in unserem Artikel durch das Verb возметь = ,nehmen, 
entwenden“ bestimmt, die Täter sind die Christen (=Byzantiner) oder die Russen. Alles 
andere, was im Text zwischen diesen zwei Begriffen geschrieben steht, muß die Art und die 
Weise bezeichnen, auf die dieses „Entwenden“ durch die Täter zustande kommt und straf- 
bar wird. Den Diebstahl, der gemeinsam von mehreren Tátern ausgeführt wird, mu8 man 
sich als eine Arbeitsteilung vorstellen, indem einige die Ideen und Vorschlage liefern, 
andere wiederum die praktische Beihilfe bei der Ausführung der Tat leisten, während nur 
einer oder zwei den eigentlichen Gegenstand entwenden oder die Tat durchführen. Mit 
anderen Worten, wir können diese Mittäterschaft in zwei Kategorien teilen: die eine als 
direkte, offensichtliche Beihilfe bezeichnen (z.B.: das Erschrecken einer Tierherde, um eins 
der Tiere einzufangen, Gewähren von Werkzeugen und Ähnlichem), die andere als nicht 
direkte, nicht offenbar ersichtliche (z.B. Anstiftung, Rat- und Vorschläge). 

Dementsprechend wird, nach unserer Meinung, mit dem Wort явЪ unseres Artikels die 
eine Art der Mittäterschaft am Diebstahl bezeichnet, nämlich die ersichtliche Beteiligung. 
Dieses Adverb steht im Altkirchenslavischen für eine große Anzahl griechischer Wörter 
(z.B. nur in der slavischen Übersetzung der Chronik des G. Hamartolos steht явЪ für 15 
griechische Wörter), doch lassen sich die meisten auf die gemeinsame Bedeutung 
„ersichtlich, offensichtlich, offenbar, deutlich“ bringen. 

Die andere Beteiligung an der Tat, die nicht ersichtliche, versteckt sich hinter den 
Worten мученьа образом. Das Durchsehen aller Handschriften zeigte, daß мученьа durch 
Abschreibefehler aus мьчтания-мечтания entstand. In der Hypatios-Handschrift hat sich 
nämlich das Partizip мечьтая vom Verb мечтати erhalten, mit dem der Abschreiber den 
ursprünglichen Ausdruck мечтания ersetzte, in einem Versuch, den Text zu russifizieren. 
Die Verbindung мечтания образом entspricht dem griechischen φαντασίᾳ oder φαντασίας 
τρόπῳ, mit dem die gedankliche Beteiligung an der Tat sprachlich ausgedrückt war. 
Demnach müssen die drei Worte zwischen образом und яв$ als Bestandteil des ersten 
Nebensatzes betrachtet und die Konjunktion или - „oder“ erst vor явЪ gesetzt werden, wie 
das in der Hypatios-Handschrift der Fall ist. Dadurch wird auch klar, daß die Infinitivform 
von творити ein Fehler sein muß, da im Griechischen die Konjunktion ἐάν = „wenn,“ mit 
der der Satz beginnt, das Verb in der Konjunktivform verlangt. 

Nach diesen Erklärungen bleibt noch die rätselhafte Verbindung искусъ творити 
насилье zu bestimmen. Mit искусъ творити werden im Altkirchenslavischen gewóhnlich 
die griechischen Verben ἐκπειράζειν, δοκιμάζειν und πειράζειν (= „versuchen, prüfen, 
erproben, etwas unternehmen, in Versuchung führen, untersuchen“) übersetzt.” Das Wort 
насилье steht hier für das griechische δεσποτεία = „Besitz, Eigentum“, das in griechischen 
rechtlichen Texten unzahlige Male in dieser Bedeutung belegt ist, vgl.: 6 δικαζόµενος περὶ 
δεσποτείας θρεμμάτων (Ваз. 60.25.1.); ἡ δεσποτεία τοῦ κλαπέντος (Bas 60.10.10.); τοὺς 
δούλους οὐ µόνον ὑπὲρ τῶν δεσποτῶν, ὧν ἐν τῇ δεσποτείᾳ ὑπῆρχαν, ἀλλ' οὐδὲ ὑπὲρ 
ἐκείνων ὧν πρότερον ἦσαν δύνασθαι ἐρωτᾶσθαι ὡμολόγηται (Bas 60.50.35); περὶ 


3 καλῶς ἄρα καὶ τῷ παλαιῷ ἔδοξε νομοθέτῃ τὴν αὐτὴν ὑπέχειν ποινὴν τοὺς πονηρᾷ γνώμῃ 
συναπτομένους καὶ κοινῇ πρός τινα πρᾶξιν τιμωρουμένην νόμῳ καθισταμένους ... (ей. P. 
NOAILLES-A. DAIN, Paris 1944). 


? Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae 1, S. 796ff. und 4,435ff. 


δεσποτείας ἀνδραπόδον (Bas. 60.50.33). Im Altkirchenslavischen ist насилье für 
δεσποτεία belegt,” aber in dieser Bedeutung wurde es wahrscheinlich bald durch ein 
anderes Wort ersetzt. Demnach konnte im Griechischen dieser Nebensatz so ausgesehen 
haben: ἐάν тїс... φαντασίᾳ ἐκπειράσῃ δεσποτείαν, was auf Deutsch als „wenn jemand... 
gedanklich den Besitz erprobt“ wiedergegeben werden kann.” 

Hinsichtlich der vorgesehenen Strafe ist Folgendes zu sagen: das byzantinische Recht 
strafte die Anstiftung, den Gedanken, die Vorbereitungen oder den Versuch eines 
Diebstahls nicht, solange die Tat nicht ausgeführt worden war, s. Bas. 60.12.52: Οὔτε 
λόγοις οὔτε γραφῇ ἀλλὰ ψηλαφήσει γίνεται κλοπή. War aber die Straftat vollendet, traf 
die Strafe alle Beteiligten an ihr, die direkt oder indirekt Beihilfe leisteten, unabhängig vom 
Grad der Beteiligung, und die Hohe der Strafe war für alle die gleiche, vgl. die oben zitierte 
Novelle 70 Leons VI. und die Bas. 60.51.15: Ἢ τὸ πραχθὲν ὁ νόμος τιμωρεῖται, ὡς τὴν 
κλοπὴν καὶ τὴν πληγὴν, ἢ τὸ λεχθὲν, ὡς τὴν ὕβριν καὶ τὴν ἄπιστον συνηγορίαν, ἢ 
τὴν γραφήν, ὡς τὰ φάμοσα, ἢ τὴν συμβουλήν, ὡς τὰ συνωμόσια καὶ τὴν συνείδησιν 
τῶν λῃστῶν καὶ τὴν ἐπὶ ἁμαρτημάτων συμβουλήν. Bas. 60.17.2: Ἐὰν κατὰ δόλον τινός 
ἀνθρώπων συναχθέντων ζημία ἢ ἁρπαγὴ γένηται, ἀγωγὴ δίδοται κατὰ τοῦ ποιήσαντος. 

Καὶ ó μὴ συναγωγών, ἀλλεὑρεθεὶς μεταξὺ τῶν συναχθέντων καὶ ζημιώσας ἢ 
ἁρπάσας ἐνέχεται καὶ οὐ μόνον ἐὰν αὐτὸς ὁ ἐναγόμενος συναγαγὼν ἁρπάσῃ, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ ἐὰν δόλον ποιήσῃ ἐφ ᾧ ἄλλον ἁρπάσαι ἢ ζημιῶσαι... Bas. 60.12.52: Σπουδῇ καὶ 
συμβουλῇ γίνεται κλοπή, ὅταν διὰ τὴν ἔχθραν γίνηται τοῦ κλέπτομένου' ὥσπερ γὰρ 
ἡ κλοπή, οὕτως καὶ ἡ σπουδὴ χωρὶς δόλου κακοῦ οὐ γίνεται. Καὶ συμβουλεύει μὲν 
ὁ τὴν κλοπὴν ὑποτιθέμενος, σπουδάζει δὲ ὁ ὑπηρεσίαν τινὰ καὶ βοήθειαν ἐπὶ τῇ κλοπῇ 
παρεχόμενος. Ἐάν τις θρέμματα φοβερίσῃ ἐπὶ τῷ εἰς λῃστὰς ἐμπεσεῖν, εἰ μὲν κατὰ 
δόλον ἐποίησεν, ἐνέχεται αὐτῇ περὶ κλοπής ἀγωγῇ. 

Der Diebstahl wurde nach dem rómisch-byzantinischen Recht mit duplum bestraft, der 
Geschádigte bekam also vom Táter den zweifachen Preis des Gestohlenen oder des 
Schadens.” Diese Regel galt auch dann, wenn der Diebstahl oder der Schaden von mehreren 
Personen ausgeführt wurde, s. Anm. 51 und Bas. 60.10.21: Ἡνίκα πολλοὶ κλέψουσιν, ἡ μὲν 
ἀγωγὴ fj ἀπαιτοῦσα τὸ διπλοῦν κατὰ πάντων κινεῖται καὶ ἕκαστον αὐτῶν ἀπαιτεῖ τὴν 
ποινήν. Außerdem mußte noch das Diebstahlgut oder der Preis dieses” dem Bestohlenem 
zurückgegeben werden.” Dies ist der Fall auch in unserem Insertartikel. Die Strafe des 
dreifachen besteht offensichtlich aus dem duplum und dem Preis des Gestohlenen oder des 
angerichteten Schadens. 


55 Ebendort, t. 2, S. 312 und 4,65-68. 
3 Der Kollegin 5. KOTSABASI danke ich für Hinweise bei der Analyse dieses Artikels. 
5 Oder den vierfachen, wenn er am Tatort oder mit dem Diebstahlgut gefangen wurde, s. unten. 


"7 ур]. Ekloga 17.11: „Wer andernorts im Staat stiehlt und das zum ersten Mal tut, der soll, wenn 
er ein Freier ist und Vermögen hat, zusätzlich zur Rückerstattung der gestohlenen Sache noch deren 
Wert herausgeben; Prochiros Nomos 39.54: Τοὺς ἐν οἰᾳδήποτε πολιτείᾳ κλέπτοντας, ἅπαξ μὲν 
τοῦτο ποιοῦντας, θεσπίζομεν, εὐπόρους μὲν καὶ ἐλευθέρους ὑπάρχοντας, πρὸς τῇ ἀποκαταστάσει 
τοῦ κλαπέντος καὶ διπλὴν ποσότητα καταβάλειν τῷ τὴν κλοπὴν ὑπομείναντι. 

7 Hier eine kleine Auswahlbibliographie zum Thema „Strafen im byzantinischen Recht“: В. 
SIGONOWITZ, Studien zum Strafrecht der Ekloge, Athen 1956; S. ΤΚΟΙΑΝΟΣ, Bemerkungen zum 
Strafrecht der Ecloga, in: Αφιέρωμα στον Νίκο Σβορώνο, т. 1, Ρέθυμνο 1986, S. 97-112; ders., 
Κεφάλαια βυζαντινού ποινικού δικαίου, Athen: Komotini 1996; ders., Die Strafen im byzantinischen 
Recht, Jahrb.d. österr.Byz. 42 (1992) 55-74; ders., Ὁ Ποινάλιος τοῦ Ἐκλογαδίου (= Forschungen zur 
byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 6), Frankfurt 1980; J. MAGULIAS, Crime and Punishment as viewed 247 


Der oberen Analyse entsprechend, behandelt dieser Artikel den Diebstahl, der von 
mehreren Personen ausgeführt wird. Jeder der Táter, der entweder ersichtlich oder auf nicht 
ersichtliche Weise an der Tat mitbeteiligt ist, muß dem Geschädigten den dreifachen Preis 
des Gestohlenen oder des angerichteten Schadens zurückerstatten. 

Der Insertartikel auf Deutsch: „Wenn jemand von den Christen oder den Russen 
gedanklich den Besitz erprobt oder ersichtlich irgendwas zusammen mit anderen entwendet, 
soll er dreifach zurückerstatten. “ 

Ein anderer Insertartikel, dessen Untersuchung hier vorgelegt wird, befindet sich im 
Vertrag vom J. 944: 

Аще ли кто покусится OT Руси взяти что OT людий царства нашего, иже TO 
створить, покажненъ будеть вельми; аще ли взялъ будеть, да заплатить сугубо; и аще 
створить то же грьчинъ русину, да прииметь ту же казнь, яко же приялъ есть и онъ. 

Es ist bekannt, das viele Bestimmungen des Vertages von 944 inhaltlich (und manch- 
mal auch sprachlich) mehr oder weniger jenen von 911 entsprechen. Auf Grund dieser 
Analogie wird auch dieser Artikel als Raubversuch gedeutet, und dies trotz der Tatsache, 
daß hier die Wörter wie насилье und мученьа, die im dortigen Artikel die gewaltige 
Entnahme andeuteten, fehlen. Die bisherige Deutung stützt sich nur auf die Existenz des 
Wortes покусится (= versuchen), das mit dem Ausdruck искусъ творити des Vertr. von 
911 in Verbindung gebracht wird und als , Versuch, etwas mit Gewalt zu entnehmen, 
rauben“ erklärt wird.” 

In der Tat ist die inhaltliche Verwandschaft der Artikel von 944 mit jenen von 911 groß 
und betrifft auch den gerade von uns untersuchten. Auch er behandelt die Teilnahme, die 
Mittáterschaft an einem Diebstahl, die durch das Wort покусится ausgedrückt wird. Dieses 
aksl. Verb steht für das griechische πειράζειν, δοκιμάζειν oder ἀποπειρῶμαι in den 
Bedeutungen , versuchen, prüfen, erproben, etw. unternehmen, verführen“,® die wir schon 
in dem Artikel vom J. 911 angetroffen haben und mit denen all die móglichen Tatigkeiten 
des Táters, der sich am Diebstahl beteiligt, bezeichnet werden kónnen. Die Analyse der 
vorherigen Bestimmung hat m.E. gezeigt, welchen „Versuch“ unser Artikel meint, und 
dadurch jeden weiteren Kommentar zu dieser Bestimmung überflüssig gemacht. 

Doch unterscheidet sich unser Artikel von jenem des J. 911 in zwei Punkten: a) er 
erwähnt nicht ausdrücklich, daß es sich um einen auf gemeinsame Weise durchgeführten 
Diebstahl handelt und b) mindert die vorhergesehene Strafe vom dreifachen Wert des 
Gestohlenen auf den zweifachen. Die Erklarung für a) kónnte darin bestehen, daB die 
Byzantiner die ausdrückliche Erwähnung der Gemeinschaftlichkeit für überflüßig hielten, 
da das Gesetz, wie wir oben gesehen haben, jeden der Mittater als einzelne Person behan- 
delte und bestrafte. Die Anderung der Hóhe der vorgesehenen Strafe mufite nicht unbedingt 


in the Lives of the Saints of the Sixth and Seventh Centuries, Βυζαντινά 11 (1982) 373-392; J. KODER, 
Delikt und Strafe im Eparchenbuch, Jahrb. d. österr. Byz. 41 (1991) 113-131. 

5  LicHACEV 1, S. 36. 

9 Vgl. z.B. ZiMiN, S. 45 und LicHACEV 2, S. 277 und 291. LICHACEV sieht in dieser Bestimmung 
Raub, σεπιᾶβ dem Paragraphen 9 der Kratkaja Russ. Pravda. Gleichzeitig raumt er aber in seinem 
Kommentar ein (S. 291), daß, falls diese Deutung nicht richtig sein sollte, die Existenz des Artikels 
nicht erklärbar ist, da auch der gleich nächste Artikel des Vertrages von 944 (der hier nicht untersucht 
wird) den Diebstahl zum Gegenstand hat. 
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auch die wirkliche Minderung der Strafe bedeuten. Der Preis des Gestohlenen oder des 
Schadens konnte in der Bufizahlung (duplum) miterhalten sein, vor allem dann, wenn es sich 
um einen Schaden handelte, den man schwer in Geldeswert umrechnen konnte.f! 

Die deutsche Übersetzung: Wenn jemand von den Russen es unternimmt, etwas von den 
Untertanen unserer Majestät zu entwenden, falls er dies verwirklicht, wird er streng 
bestraft; wenn er was genommen hat, so soll er es doppelt bezahlen. Und wenn dies ein 
Grieche [Rhomäer] jemandem von den Russen antut, soll er dieselbe Strafe wie jener erhal- 
ten. 

Die letzte Bestimmung, die wir in diesem ersten Versuch, den rechtshistorischen Inhalt 
der russisch-byzantinischen Vertrage zu erhellen,vorstellen, betrifft den Diebstahl, bei dem 
der Tater in flagranti ertappt wird. Sie stammt aus dem Insert des Jahres 911. 

О сем, аще украдеть что любо pycHH y хрестьанина, или паки хрестьанинъ y 
русина, и ятъ будеть в том часЪ тать, егда татбу сътворить, от погубившаго что, 
любо аще приготовить ся тать творяй, и убьенъ будеть, да не взищеться смерть ero 
ни от хрестьанъ, ни от Руси; но паче убо да возметь свое, иже будеть погубил. Аще 
вдасть руц$ свои украдый, да ят будеть тем же, у него же будеть украдено, и связанъ 
будеть, и отдасть тое, exe CME створити, и сотворить триичи. 

Zuerst sind einige Bemerkungen zur Sprache dieser Bestimmung notwendig. Die erste 
betrifft die Bezeichnung русин, über die wir schon oben (Anm. 16) die Meinung geäußert 
haben, daß ihre Existenz im griechischen Original unwahrscheinlich ist. Diese Form muß 
erst bei der Übersetzung des griechischen Originals in das Altkirchenslavische, oder bei 
ihrer anschlieBenden Russifizierung entstanden sein, als man unter dem Wort русин schon 
den Bewohner der Kiewer Rus’ meinte und nicht ausschlieBlich die von den Skandinaviern 
beherrschte Oberschicht dieses Staates. Dafür spráchen jene Stellen der Vertráge, wo man 
für den ursprünglichen griechischen Ausdruck εἷς τῶν Ῥῶς = „jemand von den Russen“ 
mal das Wort русин, mal кто от Руси lesen kann. 

Der Text dieser Bestimmung verrát an vielen Stellen noch die originale griechische 
Formulierung: so ist z.B. die Phrase u ятъ будеть в том час тать Wort für Wort Über- 
setzung des griechischen xai συλληφθῇ ἐν τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ὁ κλέπτης; die gleich folgende 
erga татбу сътворить des griechischen μόλις τὴν κλοπὴν ποιήσῃ. Was das Verb nparo- 
товить ся angeht, sind wir, wie die meisten Kommentatoren, der Meinung, daß dieses Verb 
falscherweise für противить ся steht. Diese Lesung kann jetzt auch rechtlich begründet 
werden. Wie wir oben, bei der Analyse des auf gemeinsame Weise begangenen 
Diebstahldelikts gezeigt haben, konnte eine nicht zum Ende durchgeführte Tat nicht bestraft 
werden (Bas. 60.12.52), und deshalb muß die Lesung „sich zum Diebstahl anschicken, 
bereiten"? als endgültig falsch bezeichnet werden. Demnach stellt der Ausdruck des Textes 
аще противить ся тать творяй (= ἐὰν ἐναντιωθῇ ὁ τὴν κλοπὴν ποιῶν) das Gegenstück 
zu der zwei Zeilen weiter sich befindenden Wortverbindung аще вдасть pyub свои 
украдый (= ἐὰν δώσῃ τὰς χεῖρας αὐτοῦ ὁ κλέψας) dar. 

Die Bestimmung entspricht völlig dem byzantinischen Recht, das bei den Strafen für 
Diebstahl die Art der Entdeckung des Täters berücksichtigt: die Strafe der doppelten Buße 
wurde jenem verhängt, dessen Tat sich nachträglich herausstellte, während derjenige Dieb, 
6l Vgl. SiGoNowirz, Studien, S. 31. 
9?  LICHACEV 1, S. 27. 

@ Vgl. HELLMANN, $. 659. 
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der auf frische Tat ertappt wurde, mit der vierfachen BuBe belegt wurde, s. Bas. 60.12.2: Τῆς 
κλοπῆς δύο γένη εἰσί, φανερὸν καὶ ἀφανές; Ваз. 60.12.3-5: Φανερὸς κλέπτης ἐστὶν ὁ 
μετὰ τοῦ κλοπιμαίου πράγματος ἐξ οἱουδήποτε προσώπου συλλαμβανόμενος πρὶν ἢ 
τὸ πρᾶγμα ἀπαγάγῃ ἔνθα προέθετο ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ εἴτε ἐν δημοσίῳ εἴτε ἐν ἰδιω- 
τικῷ τόπῳ; Bas. 60.12.55: κλέπτων εἰ μὲν φανερὸς κλέπτης ἐστίν, εἰς τὸν τετραπλάσιον 
ἐνάγεται, εἰ δὲ ἀφανὴς, εἰς τὸ διπλάσιον. Nach Bas. 60.12.7 ist sogar die Festnahme des 
Diebes erlaubt, denn dadurch wird der Táter publik: Τὸ κρατηθῆναι τὸν κλέπτην ποιεῖ 
αὐτὸν φανερόν. 

Demnach wird klar, daß unsere Bestimmung von 911 den Diebstahl zum Gegenstand 
hat, bei dem der Táter von dem Bestohlenen auf frische Tat erfaBt wird. Falls sich der Dieb 
zur Wehr setzt und dabei getötet wird, so bleibt sein Tod unbestraft gemäß Bas. 60.39.15: 
Τὸν λῃστὴν ἐπιόντα ἀκινδύνος ἔξεστι φονεύειν; Prochiros Nomos 39.11: Tov λῃστὴν 
ἔξεστι ἑκάστῳ ἀκινδύνως φονεύειν; so auch Eisagoge™ 40.13. Soll sich aber der Tater von 
dem Bestohlenen festnehmen und festbinden lassen, muß er das Gestohlene herausgeben 
und noch den dreifachen Wert dieses, zusammen also das Vierfache; wie wir sehen, ist darin 
sowohl der Schadenersatz, wie auch die dreifache Buße erhalten. 

Diese Bestimmung beinhaltet zwei rechtliche Prinzipien, die auch dem 
Gewohnheitsrecht der Russen eigen waren: die Tötung des Diebes auf dem Tatort und die 
Rückgabe des Gestohlenen an seinen Besitzer. Dies führte zu der Annahme, der Artikel sei 
ganz im Sinne der Rechtsnormen der Russkaja Pravda formuliert.‘ Dabei wurde völlig der 
Umstand übersehen, daß die Sprache dieser Bestimmung, wie wir oben gesehen haben, von 
jeder Art Gräzismen buchstäblich strotzt. Die Russkaja Pravda ist aber ein Produkt 
mündlicher Tradition, mit starken metrischen und das Gedächtnis unterstützenden 
Merkmalen, hauptsáchlich syntaktischen und lexikalischen, die der Einprágung und der 
genauen Wiedergabe der mündlich tradierten Texte dienten - und von denen hier keine Spur 
zu entdecken ist.‘ 

Die Übersetzung der Bestimmung auf Deutsch: Wenn jemand von den Russen irgend- 
was bei einem Christen oder ein Christ von einem der Russen stiehlt und der Dieb von dem 
Bestohlenen in dem Augenblick, kaum hatte er den Diebstahl verübt, erfaBt wird und wenn 
sich der Dieb wehrt und getótet wird, soll sein Tod weder von den Christen, noch von den 
Russen geahndet werden. Vielmehr soll der Bestohlene das Seine zurücknehmen. Wenn sich 
aber der Dieb nicht wehrt, soll er von demjenigen festgenommen und gebunden werden, bei 
dem gestohlen wurde und das zurückgeben, was er zu nehmen wagte, und das Dreifache 
zahlen. 


9 (Früher Epanagoge). Ed J. et P. ΖΕΡΙ, Jus graecoromanum ЇЇ, Athen 1931, Repr. Aalen 1962. 


$ ΖΒ. nach LicHACEV 2, S. 276, gemäß dem Paragr. 38 und 21 der Rus. Kratkaja Pravda; auch 
ΖΙΜΙΝ, 18. 

& Vgl. V. V. Ivanov - V. N. Τοροκον, О jazyke drevnego slavjanskogo prava, in: Slavjanskoe 
jazykoznanie, 8. sjezd slavistov, Zagreb-Ljubljana 1978, Moskva 1978, S. 221-240. Das Thema der 
Sprache des russischen Gewohnheitsrechts hatte eine groBe Rolle in der Geschichte des russischen 
Rechts gespielt und ist am engsten mit der Rezeption und der Rolle des byzantinischen Rechts in 
Rußland verbunden, wie aus der Studie von V. M. Zıvov hervorgeht: Istorija russkogo prava kak 
lingvosemioticeskaja problema, in: Semiotics and the History of Culture. In Honor of Jurij Lotman. 
Studies in Russian, Columbus, Ohio 1988, S. 46-128. Vgl. dazu den Kommentar von L. BURGMANN 
in: Rechtshistorisches Journal 11 (1992) 103-122. 


Michael Vil Doukas, Robert Guiscard and the 
Byzantine-Norman Marriage Negotiations 


Athina KOLIA-DERMITZAKI (Athens) 


The Norman presence in the Italian peninsula, originated from the first quarter of the 11th 
century, played - as it is already known - a determinative role, along with other factors, in 
the loss of the Byzantine possessions in the West, affecting the future perspective of the 
Empire. Within a few decades after their first appearance in the Italian peninsula, the 
Normans succeeded in becoming the prescriptive factor influencing the policy pursued by 
the Roman Church, the German emperor and Byzantium, the three major powers with spe- 
cial and interwoven interests in this area.! 

Evidence of the power that Robert Guiscard, who in 1071 became master of the last 
Byzantine possession in Southern Italy - of the city of Bari - ceasing the Byzantine author- 
ity in that area, had acquired is the marriage alliance which was arranged between the 
Byzantine emperor Michael VII Doukas and Robert on August 1074. The document is saved 
in the form of a chrysobull (χρυσόβουλλος λόγος), structured by Michael Psellos and signed 
by Michael VII, his co-emperors and brothers, Andronic and Constantine (or Constantios, 
both types appear іп the sources), and the pariarch John Xiphilinos.? According to this agree- 


! — Apart from the classical works of L. v. HEINEMANN, Geschichte der Normannen in Unteritalien 
und Sizilien, Leipzig 1894; F. CHALANDON, Histoire de la domination normande en Italie et en Sicile, 
I, Paris 1907 [= New York 1960] (hereafter: CHALANDON, Domination); J. Gay, L Italie méridionale 
et l'empire byzantin, 11, Tours 1904 [= New York, ѕ.а.]; W. NORDEN, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, Berlin 
1903 [= New York, s.a.]; see Vera v. FALKENHAUSEN, Untersuchungen über die byzantinische 
Herrschaft in Süditalien von 9. bis ins 11. Jh., Wiesbaden 1967; Marguerite MATHIEU, Normans et 
Byzantins, Archivio Storico Pugliese 12 (1959) 35-46; Laetitia BÓHM, Nomen gentis Normannorum. 
Der Aufstieg der Normannen im Spiegel der normannischen Historiographie, in: I Normanni e la loro 
espansione in Europa nelf Alto Medioevo, 18-24 aprile 1968 (=Settimane di Studio del Centro Italiano 
di Studi sulf Alto Medioevo, XVI), Spoleto 1969, pp. 623-704; J. DEER, Papsttum und Normannen. 
Untersuchungen zu ihren lehnsrechtlichen und kirchenpolitischen Beziehungen, Köln-Wien 1972; G. 
A. Loup, Byzantine Italy and the Normans, Byz. Forschungen 13 (1988) 215-233 [= Byzantium and 
the West, c. 850-c. 1200. Proceedings of the XVIII Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Oxford 
30th March-1st April 1984], who studies the effect of the Norman conquest on the Greek society and 
Church of Southern Italy; W. B. MCQUEEN, Relations between the Normans and Byzantium 1071- 
1112, Byzantion 56 (1986) 427-476. 

? Е. Kurrz-Fr. DREXL, Michaelis Pselli Scripta Minora, vol I, Milano 1936, pp. 329-334; new edi- 
tion by G. T. DENNIS, Michaelis Pselli Orationes Forenses et Acta, Stutgardiae et Lipsiae 1994, nr. 8, 
pp. 176-181 (hereafter: DENNIS, Orationes Forenses). Cf. Fr. DÓLGER, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden 
des ostrómischen Reiches von 565-1453, 2. Teil, Regesten von 1025-1204, zweite, erweiterte u. 
verbesserte Auflage, bearbeitete von P. WIRTH, München 1995 [hereafter: DOLGER-WIRTH, Regesten], 
nr. 1003. The document has been studied by Hélène BiBicoU, Une page d’ histoire diplomatique de 
Byzance au ХЕ siécle: Michel VII Doukas, Robert Guiscard et la pension des dignitaires, Byzantion 
29-30 (1959-1960) 43-75 (hereafter: BiBICOU, Page). In this article (pp. 55-57) the author argues that 
the person signing the χρυσόβουλλος λόγος under the name of Constantine is not the brother of Mi- 
chael VII, but his son (aged then only a few months). This aspect has, generally, not been accepted - 251 


ment, Michaels son Constantine (aged three months only) would marry one of Robert's 
daughters, who was going to be nominated augusta.’ Robert himself would acquire the rank 
of νωβελίσσιµος along with a number of dignities, each one with the respective ρόγα, of total 
value two hundred litres of gold (14.400 νομίσματα) at his disposal. In return Robert would 
stop fighting against the Byzantine dominions, taking the obligation of considering himself 
enemy of Byzantine Empire's enemies, fighting against them, and being friend with 
Empire's friends. This was not a lifelong but hereditary obligation. We can assume that such 
was also the validity of the rendered dignities? The Norman princess arrived in 
Constantinople in 1076, in order to prepare herself for the future role of the augusta, and was 
renowned Helena. The marriage, however, never took place due to the dethronement of 
Michael VII by Nicephoros Botaneiates in March 1078.° 

The χρυσόβουλλος λόγος is not the only existing document written by Michael Psellos 
on behalf of the emperor and addressed to Robert Guiscard. There are also two letters to the 


rightly according to my opinion - (see №. OIKONOMIDËS, Le serment de I impératrice Eudocie (1067). 
Un épisode d' histoire dynastique de Byzance, Rev. des Et. Byz. 21 (1963) 101-128, esp. pp. 116-118; 
the response of Helene ANTONIADIS-BIBICOU, Note sur l'un des signataires du chrysobulle de Michel 
VII Doukas en faveur de Robert Guiscard: Κωνστάντιος ои Κωνσταντῖνος”, Rev. des Et. Byz. 23 
(1965) 244-250; the counter-response of М. OIKONOMIDES, ibidem, рр. 250-251; H.-G. BECK'S pre- 
sentation of the second article of Hélène ANTONIADIS-BIBICOU in Byz. Zeitschr. 59 (1966) 181; 
D. ΡΟΓΕΜΙ5, The Doukai. A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, London 1968, p. 49, п. 8; Vera 
von FALKENHAUSEN, Olympias, eine normannische Prinzessin in Konstantinopel, in: Bisanzio e T 
Italia. Raccolta di studi in memoria di A. Pertusi, Milano 1982, pp. 56-72, on p. 66, n. 48). - DENNIS, 
Orationes Forenses, in his introductory note to the chrysobull (p. 176), considers both co-emperors . 
signing the document after Michael VII, i.e. Andronicos and Constantine, as his sons (filii eius), 
though it is known that Michael had one and only son [see Anna Comnena, ed. B. Гав, Anna 
Comnene, Alexiade, vol. I-III, Paris 1937-45 (hereafter: Anna Comnena, Alexias), vol. П, р. 1727.9: 
Ἦν γὰρ μονογενὴς τῇ μητρί] Constantine, born in the first months of 1074 (Βιβισου, Page, p. 53; 
POLEMIS, The Doukai, p. 60 and n. 1-2). - For the authenticity of the document, proved as unques- 
tionable, see BiBicou, Page, pp. 55-60. Cf. also Fr. DÓLGER'S review-presentation of the previous arti- 
cle in BZ 54 (1961) 431-432; idem, Byzantinische Diplomatik, Ettal 1956, p. 28, n. 107. 


* DENNIS, Orationes Forenses, 1. 28-32, 59-61. 


^ DENNIS, Orationes Forenses, |. 66-77, 85-101. For an analysis of the dignities rendered by the 
emperor, see BIBICOU, Page, pp. 60-73. Cf. G. KoLias, Amter- und Würdenkauf im früh- und mittel- 
byzantinischen Reich (=Texte und Forschungen zur byzantinisch-neugriechischen Philologie, 35), 
Athen 1939, esp. pp. 109-110; idem, Κίνητρα kai προσχήµατα τῆς εἰσβολῆς τοῦ Ῥοβέρτου Γυισκάρδου 
εἰς τὸ Βυζάντιον (1081), Πλάτων 10 (1958) 115-125 [= Le motif et les raisons de [ invasion de Robert 
Guiscard en territoire byzantin, Byzantion 36 (1966) 424-430 (a shorter text)]; N. OIKONOMIDES, Les 
listes de préséance byzantins, Paris 1972; P. LEMERLE, «Кова» et rente d’ état aux X°-XI° siècles, Rev. 
des Ét. Byz. 25 (1967) 77-100, esp. pp. 92-94. 


5 DENNIS, Orationes Forenses, 1. 37-52, 136-146, respectively. 


$ — Joannes Skylitzes Continuatus, ed. Eu. TSOLAKES, Thessalonike 1968, pp. 1674 e 17010.15» (here- 
after: Ioannes Skylitzes Continuatus); Ioannes Zonaras, Epitomae Historiarum, ed. Th. BÜTTNER- 
Wosst, vol. Ш, Bonnae 1897 (hereafter: Zonaras, Epitomae), р. 714°”, Anna Comnena, Alexias, vol. 
I, p. 43.39. TheLatin sources mentioning the event do not give the name of the engaged daughter. For 
the identification of the future bride with the daughter baring the unusual for a Norman princess name 
of Olympias, see Vera von FALKENHAUSEN, Olympias ... (see above, n. 2). For the future of the impe- 
rial fiancée after Michael's dethronement, see ibidem, pp. 67-68. - The change of name of the impe- 
rial brides or grooms before the marriage occurred quite often (see Ruth Macripes, Dynastic 
Marriages and Political Kinship, in: Byzantine Diplomacy, ed. J. Shepard-S. Franklin, Aldershot- 
252 Brookfield 1992, pp. 276-277. 


Norman leader, published by C. SATHAS,’ which were structured within the framework of 
the long negotiations in order to reach an agreement.? These letters have already been sub- 
jects of reference by other researchers.) With the exception of C. SATHAS and V. 
VASILIEVSKI (the latter was mainly occupied with the problem of the addressee”), all the 
researchers referred to these letters incidentally. A thorough study of them, however, shows 
that they have certain vague issues. 

It has been taken for granted, until now, that the second letter (nr. 144 in SATHAS’s edi- 
tion) was structured before the first one (nr. 143), after an interval of few months, and that 
both letters were sent to the Norman leader in the respective order since he ignored or, 
according to others, rejected the Byzantine emperor's proposal.!! The structure and the send- 
ing of letter 144 is generally dated at the end of 1072/beginning of 1073 and of letter 143 in 
1073." In order to clear up the picture certain answers must be given to the following ques- 
tions: 


7 С. SATHAS, Deux lettres inédites de Г empereur Michel Ducas Parapinace à Robert Guiscard, 
Annuaire de I Association pour [ Encouragement des Études Grécques en France 8 (1874) 193-221, 
with an introduction and a French translation, republished т К. SATHAS, Μεσαιωνικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη, v. 
V, Venice-Paris 1876, nr. 143, 144, pp. 385-392 (to which I will cite hereafter as to a more accessible 
edition: SarHAs, MB). Cf. DÖLGER-WIRTH, Regesten, nrs. 986a [989] and 986b [990]. SATHAS recog- 
nized Robert Guiscard as the addressee of these untitled letters, an opinion which is now considered 
indisputable, after the rejection of the attribution of the addressee to the Russian prince Vsevolod 
Jaroslavitch by V. G. VASILIEVSKI (Dva Dis mag vizantiiskago imperatora Mikhaila VII Duki k 
Vsevolodu Yaroslavichu, Zhurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosveshcheniya 182 (1875) 270-315] and 
especially by Marguerite MATHIEU, Les faux Diogénes, Byzantion 22 (1952) 133-150. Cf. A. 
ΚΑΖΗΡΑΝ, Rus’-Byzantine Princely Marriages in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, in: О. Pritsak- 
I. Sevéenko (ed.), Proceedings of the International Congress Commemorating the Millennium of 
Christianity in Rus’ - Ukraine [= Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12-13 (1988-1989)], Cambridge/Mass. 
1990, pp. 414-429, on pp. 418-419. For the relevant bibliography see POLEMIS, Doukai, p. 50, n. 10. 


* The long duration of the negotiations is explicitely indicated by the chrysobull: Ταῦτα δὲ οὐ 
πρώτως οὐδὲ ἀφ ἑαυτῆς ἡ βασιλεία µου νομοθετοῦσα ποιεῖται πρὸς σέ, ἀλλὰ πολλὰ μὲν περὶ 
τούτων τοῖς πεμφθεῖσί σου πρέσβεσιν ὁμιλήσασα καὶ πολλάκις πρὸς τούτους περὶ τούτων 
διαλεξαμένη καὶ τὰ μὲν εἰποῦσα, τὰ δὲ ἀκούσασα, μέχρις ἂν ἀρεσκομένους αὐτοὺς τῇ συμφωνίᾳ 
ἐγνώρισεν (DENNIS, Orationes Forenses, |. 77-82). 

9 See mainly above, п. 1 and 2 and below п. 12. 

10 Deux lettres..., pp. 201-205 and Буа pis'ma... (above, п. 7), respectively. 


п First L. v. HEINEMANN, Geschichte... (see above, n. 1), pp. 300-301, 393-396, based on а differ- 
ence іп the style of the two letters, proposed that nr. 144 preceded nr. 143. Only Ed. Kurtz, in a review 
of V. VASILIEVSKU' s above mentioned (n. 7) article [Byz. Zeitschr. 3 (1894) 630-633], expresses the 
opinion that the letters were written at the same time («neben einander») either because Psellos gave 
to Michael VII two versions in order to choose the most appropriate, or because the emperor did not 
entirely approve of the first version (as we shall see the rejection did not come from the emperor him- 
self). Though this review of KURTZ has been repeatedly cited, there has been payed no attention to his 
point of view; DÓLGER-WiRTH, Regesten, nr. 986b [990], write also of two versions, but find almost 
impossible to decide which of them was finally sent. 


ID р CHARANIS, Byzantium, the West and the Origin of the First Crusade, Byzantion 19 (1947) 17- 
36, on pp. 18, 20, dates the first letter late in 1071 or early in 1072 and the second either in 1072 or 
1073, without providing any arguments; the possibility of such an early date as the end of 1071 is 
undertaken by P. WIRTH (DÖLGER-WIRTH, Regesten, nr. 986a [989], 986b [990] for both letters. 
BiBiCOU, Page, pp. 52-54, in a reconstruction of the approachment attentives between the two powers 
gives the above mentioned dates, thus accepting the dispatch of both letters by the court of 
Constantinople. Cf. J. SEGER, Byzantinische Historiker des zehnten und elften Jahrhunderts, 1. 
Nikephoros Bryennios, München 1888, Anhang II, Die beiden Konstantine, pp. 125-127, on p. 124: 253 
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a) Is it possible for the Byzantine emperor to humiliate himself sending a second pro- 
posal to the duke of Apulia and in response Robert Guiscard to reject such an honorable pro- 
posal?’ 

b) Are there any internal literary evidences (ideas, style of writing and context) in both 
letters that make us doubt the dispatch of both of them? 

c) If the answer to the previous question is yes, which of these letters was finally sent? 
Is there a possibility of a closer and more exact time determination? 

Beginning with the context of both letters it is almost completely similar: Firstly, it 
includes a proposal of the emperor Michael VII Doukas to Robert Guiscard referring to the 
marriage of his brother (not his son) and co-emperor Constantine to one of the daugh- 
ters of the Norman leader.'* Secondly, both letters’ context explains the reasons why 
Michael chose Guiscard among other princes to be connected with kinship bonds (the com- 
mon faith, Robert’s noble disposition and nobility of his family, his piety, justice, his pre- 
ference for peace and his repugnance to war!!5), revealing the peaceful attitude of the emper- 
or himself.'‘ Finally, a reference is made to a proposal of Michael's predecessor Romanos 
IV Diogenes, concerning the marriage of one of his sons to one of Guiscard's daughters. 

What is particularly impressive is the fact that in neither letters is there a hint to any 
previous communication or letter. When Michael reaches to the point to propose (after a 
four paragraph introduction in which he expresses his will to be connected with Robert with 
strong friendship bonds), he refers to it - in both letters - as a totally new idea, which was 
previously unknown to the receiver: Τὶς οὖν ὁ τρόπος τῆς θαυμασίας ἑνώσεως; βούλομαί 


both letters were written in 1072, the first (nr. 143) some months before, the second one (nr. 144) not 
long after Romanos’ IV death, i.e. he accepts the chronological order implied by SaTHAS. The same 
order is accepted by CHALANDON, Domination, pp. 260, n. 5, 261-262, and - though not explicitely, 
due to inadequate citations - by W. B. MCQUEEN, Relations... (above, n. 1), pp. 429-430, who gives 
different undocumented chronologies (end of 1071/beginning of 1072 for nr. 143, end of 1072/begin- 
ning of 1073 for nr. 144). 

3 J. SEGER, Byzantinische Historiker... (see provious note), р. 125-127, points out this problem and 
tries to solve it suggesting that there were two daughters of Robert Guiscard who were engaged to 
members of the Byzantine imperial family of Doukas, based mainly on a passage of Ordericus Vitalis 
(The Ecclesiastical History of Orderic Vitalis, ed. and transl. Marjorie CHIBNALL, vol. IV, Oxford 
1973, УП, pp. 12 (13), 14 (15). Cf. C. SATHAS, Deux lettres... (see above, n. 7), p. 203, Marguerite 
MATHIEU, Les faux Diogénes (see above, n. 7), p. 142, n. 3. 

^ ЗАТНАЗ, MB, nr. 143, p. 35621 55, nr. 144, p. 3904-3915 (a much more extensive proposal). 

7 SATHAS, MB, nr. 143, pp. 3854 ο, 3865 10 (: ᾿Ακούων ... ὅτι εὐσέβειαν μὲν πρὸ πάντων τῆς 
ἀρχῆς ἔθου θεμέλιον, δικαιοσύνῃ δὲ καὶ ὁσιότητι τρόπου τὴν σὴν κατευθύνεις ἀρχήν, καὶ ὡς 
οὐ χαίρεις τοῖς ἐκ τῶν πολέμων αἵμασιν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰρηνικώτατα βούλει διεξάγειν τὰ κατὰ σὲ 
πράγματα, ... φιλίαν μετὰ σοῦ κεράσασθαι τίθεμαι σπούδασμα.) nr. 144, pp. 38812 19, 389-3904. 
The qualities attributed here to Robert echo rather extravagant (if not ironic) comming from the 
Emperor, whose lands in S. Italy had been conquered - among other reasons - due to the aggressive- 
ness of the Norman leader. Flattery, anyhow, is one of the means of diplomacy. 

16 SarHas, MB, nr. 143, р. 38519-3864, nr. 144, р. 3889.15 (:Εἰρηνικὸς εἴπέρ τις ἄλλος ἀνθρώπων 
εἰμί, καὶ βούλομαι τὴν ἐμὴν ἀρχὴν κατευθύνεσθαι οὐ πλειόνων ἐπιθυμίᾳ, ὥστε διὰ ταῦτα πρὸς 
τοὺς ἡγεμόνας τῶν ἐθνῶν διαφέρεσθαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἀποχρῶσαν ἐμοὶ ἔχων ἣν ἔλαβον παρὰ θεοῦ 
βασιλείαν ...). Here Michael seizes the opportunity to project the image of the peaceful Byzantine 
emperor together with the political theory about the preservation of the lands inherited to him accord- 
ing to the Macedonian legislation (Ἐπαναγωγή/Εἰσαγωγή, in Jus Graecoromanum, ed. I. and P. ZEPOs, 


σε бт ἀγχιστείας ἐμαυτῷ ποιήσασθαι συγγενῆ, καὶ μίαν τῶν σῶν θυγατέρων τῷ ἐμῷ 
ἀδελφῷ κὺρ Κωνσταντίνῳ τῷ πορφυρογεννήτῳ βασιλεῖ εἰς γάμου κοινωνίαν 
ἁρμόσασθαι, ἵνα διὰ τῆς τούτων ἱερᾶς συναφείας καὶ ὁ νῦν δεσμὸς φιλίας 
ἀρραγέστατος γένοιτο." A second unclear point is the reference to the marriage proposal 
which had been made to Robert by his predecessor, Romanos IV Diogenes. A clear refer- 
ence appears in the letter 143; in letter 144 an indirect reference of the same event takes 
place, but in either case there isn't a hint of the reference of this marriage match in a pre- 
vious letter. According to my opinion these two points are the first serious evidence that 
only one of these letters was actually sent to Robert. 

It has been considered certain that Michael repeated the proposal to Robert after the lat- 
ter's original refusal or his ignorance of the first letter, because apart from the existence of 
the two letters we also have the testimony of the contemporary western source, Historia 
Normannorum, of Amatus of Montecassino, which refers to the same event. This writer tes- 
tifies that Michael asked Guiscard’s daughter for his son (not his brother) twice - fol- 
lowing the advice of «the people of his city» and as a mean not to lose his throne because 
of the loss of byzantine possessions in Apulia and Calabria - and that Robert refused both 
times - under the pretext that the love for his daughter couldn't allow him to send her so far 
away -, althought the emperor had promised to give her a «dowry» as well as annual taxes. 
Furthermore, Amatus admits that Robert was satisfied with the proposal, but he refused in 
order to press Michael and to extract as much as possible from him, since Michael was 
afraid that Robert didn't want to be related to him because he was planning to take control 
of the Empire and to become an emperor himself. 


Athens 1931, vol. II, title II, ch. II, p. 240: Σκοπὸς τῷ βασιλεῖ τῶν te Svtwv καὶ ὑπαρχόντων 
δυνάμεων δι΄ ἀγαθότητος ἡ φυλακὴ καὶ ἀσφάλεια ...). 

ID SATHAS, MB, nr. 143, р. 3865,55, nr. 144, р. 3904.10 (Tic δὲ ὁ τῆς συγκράσεως τρόπος καὶ 
ποία ἡ τῆς ἀδιαστάτου ὁμονοίας ἀφορμή; κοινωνῆσαί σοι βούλομαι διὰ συγγενικοῦ αἵματος, 
ἵνα διὰ τῶν ἐξ ἀμφοῖν μερῶν ἁρμονία τις ἐν ἡμῖν συμπαγείη βεβαιοτάτη, καὶ μὴ μέχρι ψιλῶν 
ῥημάτων καὶ ὀνομάτων, πραγμάτων ἐρήμων, ὁ τῆς ἀγάπης συνδεθείη δεσμός, ἀλλὰ καὶ διὰ 
κοινωνίας γενῶν ...). In the next two paragraphs (рр. 390, ;-391,) the emperor reveals the persons he 
proposes to get married (his brother Constantine and one of Guiscard's daughters) in a way showing 
that it was a just made first step. 


*'SATHAS, MB, nr. 143, p. 3877.49, nr. 144, pp. 39176-3925. See also below п. 34. - In both cases 
Michael VII uses as argument his - and his brother's - legal rights to the throne in contrast to the 
«tyrannic» attitude of Romanos. See DÖLGER-WIRTH, Regesten, nr. 973; J.-C. CHEYNET, Pouvoir et 
contestations à Byzance (963-1210), Paris 1990, p. 182. 


? Amatus de Montecassino, Historia Normannorum, ed. V. de BARTHOLOMAEIS, Storia de' 
Normanni di Amato di Montecassino volgarizzata in antico francese (Istituto Storico Italiano per il 
Medio Evo, Fonti per la Storia 4’ Italia), Roma 1935 (hereafter: Amatus, Historia), УП, ch. XXVI, pp. 
31814-3204. The rest Latin sources memorating this marriage match are much more brief and - 
Amatus included - all consider the marriage accomplished: Guillermus Apuliensis, Gesta Roberti 
Wiscardi, ed. Marguerite MATHIEU, Guillaume de Pouile, La geste de Robert Guiscard (Ξ Istituto 
Siciliano di Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici, Testi e Monumenti, Testi, 4),Palermo 1961 (hereafter: 
Guillermus Apuliensis, Gesta), IH, 1. 501-502, IV, 1. 1-6, 74-75 and pp. 306, 311 (comm. of MATHIEU); 
Romualdus Salernitanus, Chronicon, Rerum Italicarum Scriptores?, vor. VII, Ep. C. A. GARUFI, 1935, 
a. 1076; Gaufredus Malaterra, De rebus gestis Rogerii Calabriae et Siciliae comitis et Roberti 
Guiscardi ducis fratris eius, Rerum Italicarum Scriptores?, vol. V, part I, ed. E. PONTIERI, Bologna 
1928 (hereafter: Malaterra, De rebus gestis Rogerii), III, ch. XIII, pp. 64-65; Lupus Protospatharius, 
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It is clear, I think, that the writer is influenced by the events which followed the pro- 
posal, that he already knows: the final agreement leading to the χρυσόβουλλος λόγος that I 
have already mentioned, that means the final marriage agreement with Michael's son, the 
significant provisions toward Robert and the latter's invasion in the Byzantine empire in 
1081. What is more pursuasive towards this explanation is the context of the letters. Apart 
from the promise of the title of augusta for Robert's daughter there is no other offer to the 
duke of Apulia. Furthermore, the aim of Amatus is to present Norman achievements, main- 
ly Robert Guiscard's, underlining Byzantine weakness to confront him. Robert's role in the 
area of Southern Italy and Sicily and the replacement of Byzantines by Normans are pre- 
sented as a result of God's Providence.” That's why I think that a researcher shouldn't take 
into consideration literally the Norman writer's document, but to accept that, when he uses 
the term «refusal», he simply means a long period of negotiations, as it is also declared in 
the chrysobull of 1074.? The change of the person engaged to be married is another evi- 
dence supporting the above point of view. As Amatus writes, Guiscard was trying to detach 
as much as possible from the emperor. When he was informed, during the negotiation peri- 
od, that in the meantime a successor to the throne was born, he demanded, and succeeded, 
his daughter to be engaged to him. This engagement was meant to ensure even more pres- 
tige for himself and the presence of his descendants on the throne of the Empire.” It is evi- 
dent, I think, that we have to reject the scenario presenting Michael to proceed to a third 
attempt to persuade Robert for the intermarriage, after the rejection of the second proposal, 


Chronicon, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Scriptores, vol. V, Hannover 1844 [- 1968], p. 60; 
Ordericus Vitalis, The Ecclesiastical History... (see above, n. 13). 


? We should in this way interprete the «dowry» and the «annual tribute» of Amatus’ narration. The 
Norman writer was well aware that the emperor's donations - through the ῥόγα of the provided dig- 
nities - corresponded to an annual sum in gold, according to the chrysobull (DENNIS, Orationes 
Forenses, |. 74-77: ... τοσαῦτά σοι τὸν ἀριθμὸν ñ βασιλεία µου δίδωσιν ἀξιώματα … ὅσα 
συμπληροῖ ἐνιαύσιον ῥόγας ποσότητα εἰς δύο κεντηνάρια συναριθμουμένην, i.e. 200 litres of gold). 
Amatus makes of it 1200 litres (Historia, p. 3202 4: Car li Empereor lui mandoit, par ses messages, 
mille et dui cent de livre de or...), either because he is mistaken or due to a deliberate exaggeration in 
order to extol the achievement of the Norman leader. The hypothesis of Brsicou, Page, pp. 74-75, that 
Amatus means the payment in advance for six years (6x200 litres) of the promised ῥόγα, could also 
be taken into consideration, though the text itself of the chrysobull - lacking such a reference - con- 
tradicts it. If there had been an oral agreement for a payment in advance, wouldn't it have been writ- 
ten down in the document, like all the other details? - The dowry and the gifts (which among others 
could include dignities, the corresponded money and precious objects) in the case of imperial marriage 
often resembled the gifts that were being offered by the signing of a treaty - though they never includ- 
ed the donation of Byzantine land - [Ruth MACRIDES, Dynastic Marriages... (see above, n. 6), pp. 277- 
2778], a custom quite naturally followed in this particular marriage-alliance of 1074. 


21 See esp. his preface, Historia, рр. 34-4,. Cf. W. Smipt, Die «Historia Normannorum» von 
Amatus. Eine Hauptquelle für die Geschichte der süditalienischen Politik Papst Gregors VII., in Studi 
Gregoriani, III, 1948, pp. 173-231, on pp. 222, 226. This is also the case of Guillermus Apuliensis (see 
the introduction of Gesta by Marguerite MATHIEU, pp. 9, 11). 


2 See above, n. 8. 


3 Amatus, Historia, УП, ch. XXVI, рр. 31834-3194: Et li Duc sagement cela la soë volenté, à ce 

que venist à plus grant domp et promission; ... Et, en la fin, lo Duc... donna sa fille à lo fill de T 

Empereor. Et fu exaltée de dote roial et de grant honor. Malaterra, De rebus gestis Rogerii, p. 65g o, 

is more clear revealing Robert's expectations from this marriage plan: ... spe suscipiendae de filia 
256 parentis prolis, cui palatium (that of Constantinople) jure haereditali competeret. 


offering as a bridegroom his recently born son Constantine.” We should rather accept that 
the name of the newly born prince was brought to the scene during the negotiations, more 
likely by Robert than by Michael, an assumption also reinforced by the following remarks, 
referring to the position of both contracting parties: 

Michaels position was extremely difficult due to numerous open fronts. The Seljuks 
applied always increasing pressure in the East, the Normans had just completed the conquest 
of Byzantine possessions in Italy, while the situation in the Balkans was also alarming 
because of the Bulgarian revolt under Constantine Bodin (1072, 1073-74 according to J.-P. 
CHEYNET), the Petchenegs' invasion and the simultaneous rebellion of Nestor, duke of 
Dyrrachium. Almost at the same time the Norman Roussel le Bailleul, at the head of his 
mercenary army in Asia Minor, was detached from the Byzantines - fighting against the 
Seldjuks - and rebelled against the emperor.? So, Michael VII had to come to a decision 
about his tactics. My opinion is that, being aware of Romanos's proposal to Robert, he 
decided to follow his predecessor's policy, e.g. to make peace with the Normans in the West 
in order to confront the Turks, using the Latins as allies or mercenaries.? 

His position though wasn't more difficult in comparison with his predecessor or suc- 
cessor emperors, who had reached agreements paying the same or even higher «cost». Such, 
for instance, was the case of the treaty signed between Nicephorus I and the Arabs in 806 
(30.000 golden coins and a humiliating capital tax of three coins for the emperor and three 
for his son and co-emperor).”’ The kinship with the Roman emperor, as it is underlined in 
letter nr. 143, is considered a great asset, even by those who have succeeded in gaining a 
distant relation with him, believing that it is a great honour to be confronted peacefully by 
him.” I am of the opinion, then, that it wouldn't be possible for the Byzantine emperor to 
repeat a proposal, honorable for a duke, whose daughter would acquire a royal rank, which 
- moreover - had previously been rejected by him. Even if we accept a selfcomplacency in 
Michaefs words and that the Empire's prestige was diminished after the last defeat in 


^ This is the scenario of CHALANDON, Domination, pp. 260-264, followed - among others - by B. 
Гав, Rome, Kiev et Byzance, Paris 1924 [= New York 1968], p. 172; P. CHARANIS, Byzantium ... (see 
above, n. 12), on pp. 18-19, 20-21; BiBiCOU, Page, pp. 52-53. For Constantine Doukas see B. Гав, Un 
basileus ignoré - Constantin Doukas (v. 1074-1094), ByzSlav 17 (1956) 341-359. 


? [oannes Scylitzes Continuatus, pp. 156208, 16215, 1661426, 1704.15; Michael Attaleiates, 
Historia, ed. 1. BEKKER, Bonnae 1853, рр. 1834Н, 2053-20610, 2075,-20954 (hereafter: Attaleiates, 
Historia); Zonaras, Epitomae, pp. 708 0, 7133-7145. See also Cl. CAHEN, La première pénétration 
turque en Asie Mineure; seconde moitié du XF siècle, Byzantion 1948, 5-67 [=idem, Turcobyzantina 
et Oriens Christianus, London 1974, I], on pp.31-34; Sp. VRYONIS, The Decline of Medieval Hellenism 
in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth Century, 
Berkeley-Los Angeles-London 1971, pp. 103-113; J.-C. CHEYNET, Pouvoir et contestations... (see 
above, n. 18), pp. 78-80, 81, 389-391, 405-406; Elisabeth MALAMUT, L image byzantine des 
Petchénégues, Byz. Zeitschr. 88 (1995) 105-147, pp. 129-132. Though there is no agreement among 
the historians on the exact chronology of the above mentioned events - due to vague time reference 
in the sources -, they are generally placed in the years 1072-1074, the period of the negotiations with 
the Normans. 

26 Joannes Skylitzes Continuatus, p. 17010.15: Ὁ δὲ Μιχαὴλ .. ὡς ἂν τοὺς Τούρκους τῆς 
ἀνατολῆς ἐξελάσειε, δέον ἐνόμισε σπείσασθαι αὐτῷ (i.e. Robert) καὶ бт αὐτῶν ἢ σὺν αὐτοῖς (the 
Normans) ἀποσοβῆσαι αὐτῶν τὴν ἄλογον κατὰ τῆς Ῥωμανίας ἐπέλευσιν. This decision does not 
mean that the Byzantine government considered the loss of its possessions in S. Italy as final, just one 
or two years after the fall of Bari [see P. CHARANIS, Byzantium ... (above, n. 12), p. 18]. Such an atti- 
tude would contradict its political theory [see W. B. MCQUEEN, Relations... (above, n. 1), p. 431. 
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Mantzikert (1071) and the loss of the Italian possessions, we have to say that the Empire's 
glamour was still very impressive and attractive. 

On the other hand, Robert Guiscard's position was not taken for granted, as it is used 
to be considered. There were reactions not only of the subdued natives, but also from the 
Norman aristocracy itself, who did not consider his leadership unquestionable. This fact was 
leading to a series of revolts headed even by members of his own family.” We should also 
say that these uprisings were encouraged by Byzantium in order to control the dissatisfied 
Norman aristocrats, keeping at the same time Robert occupied, preventing his attacks 
against the Empire. It was in favour of Robert also to accept the intermarriage with the 
Byzantine emperor, because it was a way to ensure - as much as possible - his refraining 
from involving with his fellow citizens' and native leaders' uprisings, succeeding at the 
same time the enforcement of his prestige. Michael VII, quite aware of this, underlines - in 
letter nr. 143 - the advantages deriving from the kinship with the Ρωμαίων βασίλειον 
ἡγεμονίαν, for the Norman side.” Moreover, the population of the former Byzantine themes 
of S. Italy was emotionally attached to Byzantium,’' a fact that - in case of a marriage bond 
with the Byzantine emperor - would establish Robert's lodgement among the natives. So, 
this agreement was of the same considerable importance for both parties. 


7 Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, Lipsiae 1883, p. 48213.15, W. TREADGOLD, The 
Byzantine Revival 780-842, Stanford California 1988, p. 145 and n. 190. Cf. also the treaty signed by 
the empress Eirene in 781/2 with the Arabs (annual tribute of 70.000-100.000 gold coins according to 
the - exaggerating? - Arab sources. See Fr. DÖLGER, 1. Teil, Regesten von 565-1025, München-Berlin 
1924, nr. 366 and 340, respectively; W. TREATGOLD, as above, pp. 69-70, who writes that every year 
should be payed the sum of 90.000 gold coins in April and 70.000 in June, a total of 160.000 coins, 
which was renewed in 798. 


18 SATHAS, MB, р. 38611-14, 38676-3874. 


? See for example the conspiracy against Robert Guiscard of Geoffrey of Conversano, Abelard 
(both his nephews), Gocelyn and Amicus, cooperating with the Byzantine duke of Italy and 
Dyrrachion Perinos in 1064 (Guillermus Apuliensis, Gesta, Il, 1. 445-477; Amatus, Historia, У, ch. IV, 
рр. 2248-2277; Malaterra, De rebus gestis Rogerii, XXXIX, р. 481.7 and n. 1-2), the rebellion of the 
Lombard Peter II of Trani, who had been instigated by Richard of Capua and accompanied by Abelard 
and Robert Arenga, in 1071-73 (Guillermus Apuliensis, Gesta, Ш, 1. 354-412; Amatus, Historia, УП, 
ch. П, pp. 292;7-ch. Ш, p. 295,4), the one of Abelard in 1073-1076 (Guillermus Apuliensis, Gesta, ΠΠ, 
1. 509ff.; Amatus, Historia, УП, ch. ХУШ, p. 3103- ch. ХХІ, p. 3146; Malaterra, as above, IV, p. 59;- 
VI, p. 6023) together with Jordan 1 of Capua and Guillermus Arenga (according to Amatus), not to 
mention the revolts that took place after August 1074. - See L. v. HEINEMANN, Geschichte ... (above, 
n. 1), pp. 217-218, 253ff, 376-377, 390-393 (who dates the first rebellion in 1060-61); J. Gay, L Italie 
méridionale ... (above, n. 1), pp. 540-543 for the political situation in Apulia and Calabria after 1071; 
CHALANDON, Domination, pp. 223-225, 232-234. W. B. MCQUEEN, Relations ... (see above, n. 1), pp. 
434-436, considering the dispatch of both letters as certain, explains Guiscard's final backing out, after 
his initial refusal, with his precarious position - which in any case was an undeniable fact (see below). 


*' SaTHAS, MB, nr. 143, p.386,, 14, 38654-3876, 3871122. Cf. W. B. MCQUEEN, as above, pp. 429- 
430. - Such a kinship used to be considered by the Byzantines as a great honour for those related to 
the emperor by marriage. Cf. the verses of Theodoros Prodromos in his poem dedicated to the mar- 
riage of Manuel Comnenus to Bertha of Schulzbach (the sister-in-law of the German emperor Conrad 
Ш), expressing similar ideas about the honour made to the German royal family through this inter- 
marriage [W. HORANDNER, Theodoros Prodromos historische Gedichte (= Wiener Byzantinische 
Studien, 11), Wien 1974, nr. XX, l. 37-44]. 

1 Expecially the largely Greek-speaking Calabria and important regions of Apulia. See J. Gay, as 
above, n. 29; G. A. Loup, Byzantine Italy ... (see above, n. 1), esp. pp. 215-217, 222-224; A. GuILLou, 
Notes sur la société dans le Katépanat 4’ Italie au XIE siècle, Mélanges d° Archéologie et d’ Histoire 


It is true that the relationship based on a marriage to a member of the Byzantine impe- 
rial family was a favour which put the other party in a subordinate position.” Even if Robert 
wanted initially to avoid such a subordination, this was not a.sufficient reason to show up 
such provocative ignorance of the emperor's proposal. 

Finally, I would like to quote the closing paragraph of the letter nr. 143: Γνώρισον δὲ 
καὶ αὐτὸς τῇ ἐμῇ βασιλείᾳ ὅπως ἔχεις περὶ τὰ ἐμοὶ δόξαντα, μᾶλλον δὲ ταῦτα μὲν 
οἶδα ὡς ἀποδέξῃ, ὅπως δὲ βούλει γενέσθαι τὸ πρᾶγμα διὰ γραμμάτων σου δίδαξον. 
This closing fits a proposal made for the first time.” 

I think that we can consider that Michael sent only one of those letters to Robert. So, 
we should examine and conclude, if this is possible, which one of those letters was firstly 
written and which one was finally dispatched. In the beginning we should mention three 
important differences in their context: 

a) In letter nr. 144 the announcement of the final overthrowing of Romanos IV and 
Michael's predomination is the introduction of the letter written in words, showing that the 
writer was extremely happy and enthusiastic about this fact, something which applies to a 
recent event. Furthermore, it is obvious that Michael announces something new, consider- 
ing that it was an unknown fact to Robert. This is also the closing idea of the same letter 
underlining the importance of his own legal heritage in contrast to the illegal and «tyrannic» 
occupation of the throne by Romanos Diogenes.** 

The above mentioned remarks lead us to date the structure of letter nr. 144 right after 
either Romanos's arrest in the spring of 1072 or Romanos' blinding and death (respective- 
ly on 29th June and 4th August 1072).? 


78 (1966) 440-465; Vera von FALKENHAUSEN, Untersuchungen ... (see above, n. 1), pp. 158-160; J.- 
M. Martin, Га РоиШе du VI au XII siécle (Collection de T Ecole Française de Rome, 179), Rome 
1993, pp. 509-518. 


% Ruth MacRIDES, Dynastic Marriages... (see above, п. 6), р. 274. 


5  SATHAS, MB, nr. 143, p. 3885.5. Quite similar is the end of letter nr. 144 (р. 3929.11): ... γνώρισον 
ἡμῖν καὶ τὰ τῆς σῆς γνώμης, καὶ ὅπως ἂν βούλοιο τὸ πρᾶγμα προβῆναι καὶ τὴν ἀρίστην λαβεῖν 
τελείωσιν. - Michael Doukas was convinced that he would get a positive answer from Robert Guiscard 
because, as I have already mentioned (see n. 30), he had confidence in the superiority of his empire 
and he believed that it was really a very honourable as well as profitable proposal for the Norman. 


*  SATHAS, MB, p. 388, з (Πρῶτα μὲν σύγχαιρέ μοι, λογιώτατε καὶ συνετώτατε πάντων ἀνδρῶν, 
τὴν πατρῴαν ἀπειληφότι ἀρχὴν πληρέστατά τε καὶ τελεώτερον, θεοῦ οὕτω δικάσαντος καὶ 
πάσης ἀρχιερατικῆς καὶ συγκλητικῆς ψήφου καὶ τῶν ἄλλων εἰπεῖν δὲ καὶ πάντων τῶν ὑφ΄ ἡμᾶς 
εἰς ταὐτὸν συναινεσάντων. Τοῦτο μὲν πρῶτον ὥσπερ εὐαγγέλιον παρὰ τοῦ ἐμοῦ κράτους 
δεξάμενος, ἔπειτα καὶ ἣν ἔχω προαίρεσιν περὶ τὰ πράγματα μάνθανε.), 3915-3925 (: Δέξαι οὖν 
τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν ἀληθείας ὁμολογίαν, οὐ γὰρ παρὰ τυραννικωτάτης ψυχῆς τὸ ἐπάγγελμα, ἀλλὰ 
παρὰ βασιλικωτάτης γνώμης τὸ ὁμολόγημα. Ἐρρίζωται δέ σοι καὶ τὸ θυγάτριον ... εἰς πιοτάτην 
ῥίζαν καὶ καλλιέλαιον, GAA’ οὐκ εἰς αὐχμηράν τε καὶ ἀγριέλαιον … ὁ δὲ βλαστὸς ἐγὼ τῆς 
πρώτης ῥίζης ἀνέθαλλον, συνανεφύησαν δέ μοι καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοὶ τούτων γοῦν ἑνὶ τῷ καλλίστῳ 
καὶ τὸ σὸν θυγάτριον συναφθήσεται iv ἐξ ἐννόμου ῥίζης καὶ τῷ дуп βασιλικῆς πάλιν ἕτεροι 
κλάδοι ἀναβλαστήσουσι) - Romanos had been legally elected after the assent given by the empress 
Eudocia, the Senate and the patriarch John Xiphilinos, but after his defeat in Mantzikert (August 
1071), the proclamation of the co-emperor Michael VII as βασιλεύς αὐτοκράτωρ (supported or rather 
instigated by his uncle John Doukas) in October of the same year and his attempt to regain power, the 
former emperor was debased to the status of a τύραννος. On the notion of τύραννος in Byzantium see 
Lia Raffaella CRESCI, Appunti per una tipologia del τύραννος, Byzantion 60 (1990) 90-129. See also 
J.-C. CHEYNET, Pouvoir et contestations a Byzance... (above, n. 18), nr. 90, 91, 94; PoLEMIS, Doukai, 
pp. 36-37, 43. 


5 D Pops, Notes on Eleventh Century Chronology (1059-1081), Byz. Zeitschr. 58 (1965) 60- 
76, pp. 65, n. 35, 75-76. 
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My personal estimation is that the last quarter of the year 1072 seems to be the most 
possible date, according to the style of writing, which reveals Michael's great releaf at his 


opponent's final destruction. 
b) The second difference applies to the issue of religion. In letter nr. 144 the reference 


to the religion as an approachable factor is very extensive and analytical, making a clear 
mention to the religious separation, the Schism of 1054.36 The emperor connects the Schism 
with the political status, that means the old split of the Roman Empire and the recent con- 
quest of the Byzantine Italian dominions by the Normans. He emphasizes the common polit- 
ical and religious roots (the Roman Empire and the Christian doctrine) of their authorities,” 
stressing twice the identity of religion (εὐσεβείας ταυτότητα) and the rightness of faith 
(ὀρθοτομία τῆς πίστεως) of both, repeating it extensively towards the end of the last but 
one paragraph. There Michael VII implies that the unification, which could take place 
through marriage, and was inspired to him by God, could suggest the religious union at the 
same time. The divided authority (ἡ ἀπομερισθεῖσα ἀρχή) - political as well as ecclesias- 
tical - could derive again from the same source.?? This last declaration - an expression of its 
political theory - proves that the Byzantine government did not accept the loss of Southern 
Italy as final and that it was using diplomacy where war was impossible.” 


% See M. KAPLAN, La place du schisme de 1054 dans les relations entre Byzance, Rome et I Italie, 
in: Byzantium and its Neighbours from the mid-9th till the 12th Centuries, ByzSlav 54 (1993) 29-37; 
idem, Le «schism» de 1054. Quelques éléments de chronologie, in: Στέφανος, Studia Byzantina ac 
Slavica Vladimiro Vavrinek... dedicata, ByzSlav 56 (1995) 147-157 (n. 1 for the bibliography); G. 
DAGRON, Le schism entre [ Orient et [ Occident, in: Histoire du Christianisme des origines à nos jours, 
vol. IV, Evéques, moines et empereurs (610-1054), ed. J.-M. Mayeur et al., Paris 1993, pp. 338-348. 
Cf. P. LEMERLE, L Orthodoxie byzantine et [ oecuménisme médiéval: les origines du «schisme» des 
Églises, Bulletin de T Association Guillaume Bude, Quatrième série 2, Paris 1965, pp. 228-246 [= 
idem, Essais sur le monde byzantin, London 1980, VIII]; J. SHEPARD, Aspects of Byzantine Attitudes 
and Policy towards the West in the Tenth and Eleventh Centuries, in: Byzantium and the West, c. 850- 
1200. Proceedings of the XVIII Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Oxford 30th March-Ist April 
1984 = Byz. Forschungen 13 (1988) 67-118, on p. 100-102. 

9 .. ἐμβληθήσεται γὰρ τοῖς διὰ φιλίας ἑνωθησομένοις ἡμῖν ἀκρογωνιαῖ ος λίθος ó Κύριος, 
συνδέων τὰ τέως διεστηκότα καὶ συναρμόζων διὰ τῆς ἑαυτοῦ μεσότητος εἰς ἀκριβῆ σύμπηξιν. 
Διδάσκουσι γὰρ ue αἱ ἱερατικοὶ βίβλοι καὶ αἱ ἀληθεῖς ἱστορίαι, ὅτι μία τίς ἐστιν ἀρχὴ καὶ ρίζα 
ταῖς καθ΄ ἡμᾶς ἡγεμονίαις, καὶ ὁ αὐτὸς σωτήριος λόγος ἀμφοτέραις ἐφήπλωται, καὶ οἱ αὐτοὶ 
αὐτόπται τοῦ θείου μυστηρίου καὶ κήρυκες τὸν τοῦ εὐαγγελίου λόγον ταύταις διήχησαν. Οὐκοῦν 
ἄτοπον καὶ ἀλόγιστον τοὺς κατὰ τὴν εὐσέβειαν συνημμένους καὶ συνηρμοσμένους, κατὰ τῆν 
τοῦ γένους κοινότητα διῃρῆσθαι καὶ κατὰ τὴν γνώμης ἑτερότητα, καὶ ὁμονοοῦντας περὶ τὰ 
μείζονα, ἑτερογνωμονεῖν περὶ τὰ ἐλάττονα, καὶ στασιάζειν πρὸς ἀλλήλους περὶ τῶν ἐν 
ἀμφοτέροις ἡγεμονιῶν, ἕνα καὶ τὸν αὐτὸν θεὸν ἡγεμόνα προστησαμένους τῶν οἰκείων ἀρχῶν 
(SATHAS, МВ, p. 38822-38911). It is obvious, I think, that the word ἡγεμονίαι here implies the politi- 
cal as well as the ecclesiastical authorities of each party. This is the perfect expression of the concept 
of Byzantine political ideology: there exísts only one Empire with one united Church. Thus the Union 
was an indispensable element for this ideology. See also the next passage (below n. 38). 

35 Μὴ οὖν οἴει ἀθεεὶ τὴν τοιαύτην προβήσεσθαι πρὸς ἀλλήλους συμφυΐάν καὶ σύμπνοιαν, ἀλλ΄ 
ἄνωθεν καὶ παρὰ θεοῦ τὴν ταύτην ἐμπεσεῖν ἡμῖν τὴν ἐνθύμησιν ὁ γὰρ βραβευτὴς τῆς 
ἀποστολικῆς καὶ καθολικῆς ἐν ἀμφοτέροις ἡμῖν εὐσεβείας ἢ πίστεως, ὁ αὐτὸς δὴ καὶ τὴν 
θαυμασιωτάτην ποιήσεται ἕνωσιν, ἵνα ὥσπερ ша καὶ ἡ τοῦ γένους ἀρχή, μία δὲ καὶ ἡ τῆς 
εὐσεβείας μορφὴ ἀμφοτέροις τετύπωται, οὕτω δὴ καὶ ὁ τῆς συναφείας δεσμὸς εἷς καὶ αὐτὸς À 
Or ὁμοίας τῆς ἀντιδόσεως. Ἔδει μὲν γάρ ποτε τοῦτο γενέσθαι, καὶ τὴν ἀπομερισθεῖσαν ἀρχὴν 
εἰς τὴν αὐτὴν αὖθις ἀναρυῆναι πηγὴν (SATHAS, MB, р. 39115.24). 


# See above, n. 26. 


In the introduction of the letter nr. 143 the sharing of the same true faith is referred to 
as the first reason justifying Michael's choice of Guiscard to propose him the intermarriage: 
ἡ ταυτότης τῆς κατὰ θεὸν ὁμολογίας καὶ πίστεως leads him to the decision to take the 
daughter of the Norman leader as a bride for his brother, born in the purple.“ 

This brief declaration completes his reference to the religion as a common ground, and 
a reason for an emotional approach and a friendly attitude. Therefore the important differ- 
ence between these two letters lies in the possibility of a religious re-approach, which is 
implied in letter nr. 144.2! Should we believe that it echoes some discussions with the Roman 
Church which by that time had already begun, or should we suppose that it's simply a means 
of approach and/or persuasion used by the Byzantine diplomacy? 

The Byzantine sources do not provide any information about Michael's tendency 
towards the Union with the Roman See. On the other hand there is an indirect testimony in 
western sources and more specific in pope Gregory's VII Registrum. There, is preserved a 
responding letter of Gregory dated on 6th July 1073 to Michael VII Doukas. In this letter 
the pope is refering to Michael's «sweetness of love» and «not negligeable devotion to the 
Saint Roman Church», expressing his desire for the restoration of harmony (concordia), 
which proved so valuable in the past for both parties." Obviously, Gregory's words indicate 
a first step made by the Greek emperor - in a letter written to the pope between 22nd April 
(Gregory's election day) and June 1073 (this is a reasonable period before the composition 
of Gregory's answer) - towards the restoration of the relations between Constantinople and 
Rome. 

The context of this same letter of the pope indicates that Michael VII’s letter included 
an extremely important proposition. For this reason Gregory could not - as he writes - trust 
fearlessly the bearers of this letter, the monks Thomas and Nicolaus (who, moreover, had 
brought some additional oral information from the emperor) and answer through them to 
such important subjects (de tantis rebus respondere). So, he sent to Constantinople the 


0 SATHAS, MB, PP- 385; 5, 38615 20. 

"1^ С, SATHAS, Deux lettres ... (see above, n. 7), pp. 203-204, noticed a «slight difference in style» 
between the two letters giving as example the «very dry» reference to religion in nr. 143, where there 
is no hint at any religious discord. Considering this letter as written and sent to Robert previously than 
the much more detailed nr. 144, he attributes the difference in the letters to the pressure that the Roman 
Church put on the Byzantine emperor, through the Norman leader, in order to demand and get more 
specific declaration about the Union. Given the inverted order of the letters, this assumption has to be 
rejected. 


? E, Caspar, Das Register Gregors VII, Monumenta Germaniae Historica Epistolae Selectae, I, 3 
Berlin-Dublin-Zürich 1967, ep. I, 18, рр. 29-30; DÖLGER-WIRTH, Regesten, nr. 988. See W. 
HOLTZMANN, Studien zur Orientpolitik des Reformpapsttums und der Entstehung des ersten 
Kreuzzuges, Historische Vierteljahrschrift 22 (1924/25) 167-199, pp. 172-174 [= idem, Beitrdge zur 
Reichs- und Papstgeschichte des hohen Mittelalters, Ausgewählte Aufsätze von Walter Holtzmann (= 
Bonner Historische Forschungen, 8), Bonn 1957, pp. 51-78]; G. HoFMANN, Papst Gregor VII. und der 
christliche Osten, Studi Gregoriani 1 (1947) 169-181, esp. pp. 170-173; A. TUILIER, Michel VII et le 
pape Grégoire VII, Byzance et la reforme grégorienne, in: Actes du XV Congrès International d° 
Etudes Byzantines, Athenes-Septembre 1976, IV, Athènes 1980, рр. 350-364; HEI CowpREY, Pope 
Gregory VII's «Crusading» Plans of 1074, in: Outremer. Studies in the History of the Crusading 
Kingdom of Jerusalem, ed. B.Z. Kedar, H.E. Mayer, R.C. Smail, Jerusalem 1982, pp. 27-40 [= idem, 
Popes, Monks and Crusaders, London 1984, X], pp. 27-28, 30-31; idem, The Gregorian Papacy, 
Byzantium and the First Crusade, in: Proceedings of the XVIIIth Spring Symposium of Byzantine 
Studies, Oxford 1984, Byz. Forschungen 13 (1988) 145-169, pp. 153-154; M. KAPLAN, La place du 
schisme... (see above, n. 36), p. 34. 
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«patriarch» of Venice, Dominicus, most loyal to the Roman See as well as to the emperor, 
who could learn through Michael himself if he wanted to bring to an end those matters writ- 
ten in his letter and told secretely and orally through the monks." These words suit to a very 
serious proposition made by the emperor. Moreover, combined with what follows in the 
same letter of Gregory (his wish for a renovation of the old harmony between the Roman 
Church and its daughter, the one of Constantinople) they reveal that «the very important 
matters» was a proposition for the opening of negotiations with the recently elected pope.“ 

Michael's turn towards the Church of Rome is justified by the political decision to con- 
front the Seljuks in the East having the Norman support, as I have already noticed, and good 
relations with the pope. However, nowhere in Michael's letter to the pope can one under- 
stand a request for a military support on behalf of Gregory or the West in general, since there 
isn't any hint at such a plan in the pope's letter to the emperor. So, Gregory VII's «crusad- 
ing plans», as expressed for the first time some months later in his letter to count William 
of Burgundy (2nd February 1074), should be examined as independent from Michael's let- 
ter, in connection however with the pope's general policy towards the ecclesiastical 
reform.“ The answer to the expected question, why should the restoration of the relations 


5 E, Caspar, Das Register... (see previous note), p. 20922 зо. 


^ Asa matter of fact, a first step had been made by the previous heads of both Churches, the patri- 
arch Constantine Leichoudis (1059-1063) and the pope Alexander II (1061-1073), who started a dis- 
cussion on the subject of the filioque. The reapproachment was of great interest for both parties, each 
one seeking the support of the other to confront its rivals or enemies (V. GRUMEL, Le premier contact 
de Rome avec I Orient après le schisme de Michel Cérulaire, Bulletin de Littérature Ecclésiastique 
publié par I Institut Catholique de Toulouse 1 (1942) 21-29; W. NORDEN, Das Papsttum... (see above, 
n. 1), p. 38; M. KAPLAN, La place du schisme... (see above, п. 36), р. 34. T. C. LoUNGHIS, Les ambas- 
sades byzantines en Occident depuis la fondation des états barbares jusqu’ aux Croisades, Athénes 
1980, p. 242, assumes that the letter was adressed to Alexander II and received by Gregory after the 
former's death and that Michael proposed the Union even under the sovereignity and primacy of 
Rome, suppositions that - according to my opinion - cannot be sustained by the text of Gregory's let- 
ter. In any case, it is worthwhile to note the disbeleif of the pope, which reflects the steady position of 
the Church of Constantinople on the question of the filioque and the Roman primacy. Being aware of 
this position Gregory demands further and more specific warranties about the possibility of a positive 
result of the probable discussions. 


5 E. CASPAR, Das Register ... (see above, n. 42), ep. I, 46, pp. 69-71. The pope, reminding the count 
of the oath he had taken in front of Alexander II, asks him to gather a military force in the service of 
Saint Peter, which would be transferred to Constantinople and give assistance to the Christians - anni- 
hilated by the «Saracens» - after having defeated and obliged the Normans to make peace (the rupture 
of relations between the pope and Robert Guiscard had occured in August 1073). Cf. also his letters 
to all the Christians (omnibus christianam fidem defendere volentibus, ep. I, 49, pp. 75-76, Irst March 
1074), to Henry IV (ep. II, 31, pp. 165-166, 7 December 1074), to all the faithfuls of St. Peter (ep. II, 
37, pp. 172-173, 16 December 1074), to the countess Mathilda (Ph. JAFFE, Epistolae collectae, 
Bibliotheca Rerum Germanicarum, vol. II, Monumenta Gregoriana, Berlin 1865 [= Aalen-Darmstadt 
1964], ep. 11, p. 532, 16 December 1074). CHALANDON, Domination, pp. 235-236, considers that 
pope's initiative was inspired by his negotiations with Constantinople, an aspect that has been proved 
unacceptable by W. HOLTZMANN, Studien... (see above, n. 42), pp. 173-174 and more recently by 
H.E.J. CowDREY, Pope Gregory VII's «Crusading» Plans ... (see above, n. 42), esp. pp. 30-31, but has 
been non the less followed by many historians. On this subject see also C. ERDMANN, Die Entstehung 
des Kreuzzugsgedankens, Stuttgart 1935 [21965], рр. 149-153; W. NORDEN, Das Papsttum... (see 
above, n. 1), pp. 38-40; P. CHARANIS, Byzantium ... (see above, n. 12), on pp. 20-22; G. HOFMANN, 
Papst Gregor VII. ... (see above, п. 42), pp. 170-173, 177-178; A. TUILIER, Michel ИП... (see above, 
n. 42); M. KAPLAN, La place du schisme... (see above, n. 42), p. 35; D. NicoL, Byzantium and the 
Papacy in the Eleventh Century, Journal of Eccl. History 13 (1962) 1-20, on pp. 13-14 [idem, 
262 Byzantium: its Ecclesiastical History and Relations with the Western World, London 1972, II]. - 


between the Roman See and the patriarchate of Constantinople be of any interest or use for 
Guiscard, and as such a persuasive argument in the hands of the Emperor, is obvious: if, 
through this marriage, Robert would play an important role to such a crucial settlement for 
the Roman Church - a vassal of which he became in 1059*° - he would gain much in pres- 
tige and consequently in strengthening his position. Besides, the amelioration, through such 
a contribution, of Robert's relations with the Roman See - which were not really cordial due 
to Norman attacks against possessions of the papal State" - was an attractive possibility. 

If we accept the correlation between Michael's words in letter nr. 144 to Guiscard con- 
cerning the religious unification and his letter to Gregory of April/June 1073, we have to 
assume that letter 144 was also written around the same period. This assumption, however, 
contradicts the fact that it announces his domination to the throne as recent. So, it is more 
logical to assume that the letter 144 echoes not some specific actions towards the restora- 
tion of the relations between the two Churches that had already begun, but the intention of 
the Byzantine government to proceed in that direction in case a chance was given. This 
chance was given after the enthrone of the new pope, the above mentioned Gregory VII, 
since the exchange of ideas with the previous one, Alexander II, was unsuccessful. 

ϱ) The advantage gained in Robert's prestige in case of the intermarriage is emphasized 
in the letter nr. 143, as I have already mentioned above, while in nr. 144 there is no such ref- 
erence. This fact, together with other indications, could be an argument for dating the letter 
143 after August 1073, that means after his rupture with Gregory, when a reinforcement of 
his position was essential.“ 

d) The last important difference between letter nr. 143 and nr. 144 lies in the conditions 
that Michael set to Robert in order to reach the intermarriage agreement. In letter 144, after 
the proposal for marriage between his лорфороүѓууптос brother and Guiscard’s daughter, 
he asks him that immediately after the announcement of the agreement, each party should 
consider the other party’s interests as its own, without waiting for the accomplishment of the 
marriage.” In this statement both parties have the same obligations towards each other. We 


Anyway, the oral message transferred by the monks to the pope might be a call for help. This is though 
quite an unlikely speculation, since there isn’t any clear declaration in the above mentioned letters of 
the pope. 

%  CHALANDON, Domination, рр. 169-171; P. KEHR, Die Belehnungen der süditalienischen 
Normannenfürsten durch die Pápste (1059-1192) (Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften 1934, Phil.-Hist. K1., Nr. 1), pp. 9, 25 ff. - Gregory VII did not renew the vassal state 
of Guiscard in 1073 due to his threatening of Salerno [P. KEHR, as above; J. DEER, Papsttum und 
Normannen (see above, n. 1), pp. 132-133]. This could be one more good reason for Robert to become 
an important factor in the Union negotiations. 


" CHALANDON, Domination, pp. 226-229; P. KEHR, as, above, pp. 17-18, 25-26; J. DEER, Papsttum 
und Normannen (as above), pp. 128-131. 


# See below; CHALANDON, Domination, as above. 


® There is a special reference to the fact of Constantine’s birth in the «porphyra» and his status of 
πορφυρογέννητος in both letters, though more stressed in the letter 144 (SATHAS, M B, pp. 387,3, 
39018.27. For the importance of this title especially since the 10th century see G. DAGRON, Nés dans 

la pourpre, Travaux et Mémoires 12 (1994) 105-142, pp. 116-119, 130-135, 142; G. MovsEIpou, О 

όρος .πορφυρογέννητος“ ὡς έκφραση πολιτικής νοµιµότητος, Δωδώνη 22/1 (1993) 317-350 
Πωάννικα 1995], esp. pp. 340-342. 

0  SATHAS, МВ, р. 3913.14: Δεῖ οὖν αὐτόθεν ἄρξασθαι πρὸς ἀλλήλους τῶν τῆς ἀγάπης καλῶν, 

καὶ τὰ ἀλλήλων ἡμῶν οἰκειώσασθαι, καὶ φείδεσθαι τῆς παρ΄ ἑκατέροις ἡγεμονίας ὡς οἰκειοτάτης 
ἀρχῆς, καὶ μὴ ἀναμένειν τὸν τῆς ἐπιμιξίας τοῦ γένους καιρὸν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν τῆς 263 
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can understand at this point Michael's great anxiety for peace and cooperation, before the 
final signing of the relevant agreement. It is natural to assume that Michael's anxiety was 
caused by the renewal of the Seljuks' attacks after the final fall of Romanos that resulted 
also in the invalidation of the treaty signed by Diogenes and the sultan Kilidj-Arslan.*! 

On the contrary, in letter nr. 143 we have a clear determination of the Byzantine emper- 
or’s demands: Robert should rejoice at the prospect of his kinship with the Byzantine emper- 
or and - considering the agreement valid - set himself as the fortress of the emperor’s bor- 
ders, respect the leaders who were his subjects, support the emperor and fight against his 
enemies, have a positive attitude towards those who were emperor's friends, and finally hate 
and despise all his enemies.’ We should say that in this letter are presented only one party's 
obligations, those of the Normans, and not at all those of the Byzantines. The change in the 
tone, compared with the one in the previous letter 144, is quite obvious. If we compare this 
document to that of the χρυσόβουλλος λόγος, which is considered as a marriage contract 
and a treaty of alliance at the same time, we see that Robert's obligations are exactly the 
same, with the only addition that he should contribute «the proper subordination and 
favour» in return to the emperor's provisions. This expression shows that through this mar- 
riage contract Guiscard was put in a subordinate position towards the emperor.” 

We observe an important differentiation of the attitude of the Byzantine government 
presented in the text of both letters. On one hand, in letter 143 there is not a hint to the pos- 
sibility of Churches approach, which is developed extensively in letter 144. On the other 
hand, it expresses specific demands as return to the great honour offered to the Norman 
prince, something that does not exist in letter 144. Mainly the second event, along with the 
similarity with the conditions finally set in the chrysobull, supports the opinion that letter 


ἑνώσεως καὶ ὁμολογίας ὡς τελεωτάτην συμφυΐαν λογίσασθαι, καὶ ὥσπερ ἀρραβῶνας ἀλλήλοις 
ποιήσασθαι φιλίας καὶ ὁμονοίας. 

“ Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 1661.5, 1834 g, Ioannes Skylitzes Continuatus, pp. 15120.27, 15659-1574 
(᾿Αλλὰ τούτων οὕτω γινομένων, θεήλατος ὀργὴ τὴν ἑῴαν κατειλήφει. Τῶν γὰρ πρὸς Διογένην 
εἰρηνικῶν συμφώνων ἀργῶν μεινάντων καὶ ἀπράκτων θυμῷ συνεχόμενοι οἱ Τοῦρκοι ... ἄραντες 
ἐκ Περσίδος παμπληθεῖ, ὡς μηδενὸς ὄντος τοῦ κωλύοντος, τοῖς ῥωμαϊκοῖς ἐπιστρατεύουσι θέμασι 
καὶ ταῦτα κατελυμήναντο, οὐ σποράδες ἐπιφοιτῶντες ὡς τὸ πρὶν καὶ φυγάδες αὐτόχρημα, 
μᾶλλον δὲ ὡς δεσπόται τῶν προστυχόντων κατακυριεύοντες); Michel Psellos, Chronographie, ed. 
К. RENAULT, vol. II, Paris 1928, p. 164, ch. XXVI, 1. 2-14; Zonaras, Epitomae, p. 70218-7037, 7091 ο. 
See Sp. VRYONIS, The Decline... (see above, n. 25), p. 110. 

9?  SATHAS, МВ, p. 38720.29: Δεῖ οὖν σε τὸ ἐντεῦθεν, οἷα δὴ τῆς συγγενείας τοῦ ἐμοῦ κράτους 
ἠξιωμένον, τὰ μὲν πρῶτα χαίρειν καὶ ἀγαλλιᾶσθαι ἐπὶ τῷ πράγματι, καὶ τὴν ὁμολογίαν 
συντελεσμένην ἔχειν ἀληθείᾳ, καὶ φρούριον εἶναί σε τῶν ἡμετέρων ὁρίων, φείδεσθαί τε τῆς καθ 
ἡμᾶς ὑπηκόου ἀρχῆς, συμμαχεῖν τε καὶ ἀντιμαχεῖν ἐν ἅπασι καὶ πρὸς ἅπαντας, καὶ τοῖς μὲν 
εὐνοοῦσιν ἡμῖν προσφέρεσθαι εὐνοϊκῶς, τοῖς δ᾽ ἐναντίως ἔχουσιν ἀπεχθάνεσθαι καὶ μισεῖν: 
τοιοῦτος γὰρ ὁ τῆς φιλίας ὅρος ἐστίν, ἕκαστον τῶν διὰ φιλίας ἀλλήλοις ἀνακραθέντων τῶν 
τοῦ φίλου πραγμάτων ὡς ἰδίων ἀντέχεσθαι. 

5 DENNIS, Orationes Forenses, 1. 37-52: Καὶ σὺ μὲν συμφωνεῖς ἐμοὶ συνεισενεγκεῖν τὴν 
πρέπουσαν ὑποταγὴν τε καὶ εὔνοιαν τῷ μὴ μόνον τῶν ἡμετέρων μὴ κατατρέχειν ὁρίων ἀλλὰ 
καὶ τῶν κατατρεχόντων ταῦτα κατατρέχειν καὶ πόρρω τῆς ἐπικρατείας ἡμῶν ἀποκρούεσθαι καὶ 
συμμαχεῖν ἡμῖν …, τοὺς μὲν ἀπεχθανομένους ἡμῖν ἐχθροὺς ἄντικρυς ἡγεῖσθαι καὶ τῆς σῆς 
ἀπωθεῖσθαι φιλίας καὶ ἀντιλήψεως, τοὺς δὲ οἰκείως καὶ εὐμενῶς ἔχοντας οἰκειοῦν σεαυτῷ καὶ 
πάσης ἀξιοῦν εὐμενείας καὶ συγκροτήσεως. Καὶ ... τοιοῦτον σεαυτὸν ἐπαγγέλλῃ ἡμῖν γενήσεσθαι 
εὐνούστατόν τε καὶ θερμότατον σύμμαχον, ὁποῖος αὐτὸς ἐν τοῖς οἰκείοις πράγμασι γίνοιο. 566 
also above, pp. 2-3, 11 and n. 32. At all events, the ῥόγα (salary) itself, that accompanied the digni- 
ties rendered to Robert by the emperor, created bonds of clientele between them. 


143 was written after letter 144. Can we trace the reason for this differentiation and for the 
fact that letter 144, as I think I proved, was never dispatched? The relevant testimonies are 
few, so we can proceed only to certain suggestions. 

We saw that Michael in April/June 1073 made a step towards the Union of the 
Churches probably hoping to get support of the West. His attempt was supported by 
Gregory, who connected the policy towards religious approach with the Eastern Church 
with the provision of military help to the Christians, although it is unlikely that this help was 
officially asked for in the above mentioned letter to the pope. It should be considered cer- 
tain that the plan of this approach to the pope was a plan of the political authority adapted 
to the Empire's needs and to the Byzantine political theory, which didn't find a positive 
response of ecclesiastical cycles and their supporters. This can be proved by the fact that the 
negotiations were initiated by the secular and not the ecclesiastical authority? and that there 
is no mention of any consequent negotiations in the sources, after the return of the «patri- 
arch» of Grado, Dominicus, from Constantinople. The dissatisfaction in Byzantium might 
be caused by the responding letter of Gregory itself, where he refers to the Church of 
Constantinople as the «daughter» of the Roman See, thus making clear his intentions in the 
matter of the primacy.” 

At this point we should not neglect three facts that show a certain involvement of the 
Church in politics and could give a satisfactory explanation for a discontent towards 
Michael VII's policy of certain cycles: a) In the first months of his reign (as sole emperor), 
Michael had trusted the interests of the Empire in the hands of the πρωτοπρόεδρος τῶν 
πρωτοσυγκέλλων, John metropolitan of Side. But after the coming to power of 
Nicephoritzes, probably in the second half of 1072, John was displaced. He regained the 
important function of the ὑπέρτιμος after Michael's overthrow by Nicephoros Botaneiates, 
in March 1078.7 This pushing aside of the metropolitan also indicates, I think, apart from 
other factors, a change in the ecclesiastical policy of the Empire and can be combined with 
the special reference to the possibility of the Union of the Churches in the letter nr. 144 to 
Guiscard. b) The upper layers of the clergy played - together with members of the Senate - 
an important role in the overthrow of Michael VII Doukas. These two factors show а spe- 
"7 This is possibly the main reason for Gregory VII’s mistrust (see above). 


Š Б, Caspar, Register, ep. I, 18, p. 2939.33: Nos autem non solum inter Romanam... ecclesiam et 
filiam eius Constantinopolitanam antiquam ... concordiam cupimus innovare... 

*  Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 1806.19, 1821215 {Προσωπεῖον γὰρ εὐνοίας ὁ Νικηφόρος 
ἐπιδειξάμενος ἐξωθεῖ μὲν τὸν ἐπιεικέστατον ἄνδρα καὶ λογιώτατον μητροπολίτην τῆς Σίδης τοῦ 
τὰ κοινὰ διοικεῖν, προφάσεις διὰ παρενθέτων προσώπων καταὐτοῦ ἐσκαιωρηκώς ..); loannes 


LEMERLE, Cinq études sur le ХЕ siécle byzantin, Paris 1977, pp. 261-262, 300-302; cf. J. GOUILLARD, 
Un chrysobulle de Nicéphore Botaneiatés á souscription synodale, Byzantion 29-30 (1959-1960) 29- 
41, pp. 38-41. 

5 Zonaras, Epitomae, pp. 7078.10, 7084, 7251.4 (Οὗτος τοίνυν ὁ βασιλεὺς (Nicephoros 
Botaneiates)... τὸν Σίδης μητροπολίτην καὶ οὗτος προσλαβόμενος ἐκείνῳ τὴν τῶν κοινῶν ἀνέθετο 
πρόνοιαν). 

5$ Attaleiates, Historia, p. 258,948 συνῆλθον εἰς ταὐτὸν οἱ τῆς ἀρχιερατικῆς ἀξίας τῷ 
ἀρχιποίμενι τούτων καὶ πατριάρχῃ Κοσμᾷ ... καὶ τῷ Βοτανειάτῃ τὴν νικητήριον ψῆφον ἐπὶ τῷ 
ἄρχειν βασιλικῶς προσετίθεσαν, οὐ προδήλως μέντοι καὶ προπετῶς διὰ τὸ ἐκ τοῦ βασιλεύοντος 
δέος, ἀλλ΄ ἐκ συλλογισμῶν καὶ λογικῶν παραθέσεων καὶ τρόπων ἐπιεικῶν, συναγόντων εἰς τὴν 
αὐτὴν ἔννοιάν τε καὶ ξύρροιαν τὸ προτιθέμενον βούλευμα), p. 2704 ο Kai παρῆλθον ἅπαντες 
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cial interest and involvement of at least a part of the clergy in the political events in the 
Empire (as for instance the metropolitan of Ikonion, who had activated against Michael VII, 
and the metropolitan of Nikomedia, one of the latter's policy supporters”). c) Michael 
decided on the liquidation of the sacred utensils of the rich churches, an act which caused 
the heavy criticism of Michael Attaleiates (who is anyhow very negative towards 
Michael). If we take into account the strong reaction of members of the Church against the 
liquidation performed by Alexius I Comnenus some years later for the same reasons (i.e. the 
saving of money aiming at the raise of army for the defence of the severly threatened 
Empire) Hl we must suppose at least a strong discontent of the Church, since there is no evi- 
dence of an analogous reaction against Michael VII's act in the sources. These three facts 
show the presence of a party of the opposition comprising members of the clergy that object- 
ed the policy of Michael's government (mainly represented by Nicephoritzes). 

On the other hand, Norman approach was not popular with people and a part of the 
political leadership, which was fearing an increase of Norman influence in Constantinople. 
Byzantine and Latin sources testify a dissatisfaction of the Byzantines with this policy. This 
is clearly said by Anna Comnena, when she comments on the marriage agreement to the 
Norman’s daughter: κῆδος ἑτερόφυλόν τε καὶ βάρβαρον καὶ rà πρὸς ἡμᾶς ἀπρο- 
σάρµοστον. Μᾶλλον δὲ ἀπροσεξία τοῦ τότε κρατοῦντος Μιχαὴλ .. 2 The Norman 
historian Gaufredus Malaterra, writing during the 90s of the 11th century, states his own 
explanation of Michael's overthrow by Nicephoros Botaneiates. He attributes it to the dis- 
content of the Byzantines with this marriage (he considers that it actually happened, though 
it was canceled by Michael's overthrow) and to their fear of possible increase of Norman 
presence in the court of Constantinople. Ordericus Vitalis is the unique source giving 


εἰς τὸ κοινὸν καὶ μέγιστον τοῦ θεοῦ οἰκητήριον. Κἀκεῖσε μετὰ τῆς συνόδου συγκροτοῦσιν οἱ 


τῆς συγκλήτου λογάδες τὴν εὐφημίαν ὑπερφυῆ καὶ μετέωρον, προεξάρχοντος τούτοις καὶ αὐτοῦ 
τοῦ πατριάρχου θεουπόλεως μεγάλης ᾿Αντιοχείας, τῇ βασιλίδι ἐνδιατρίβοντος. Καὶ πᾶς ὁ κλῆρος 
συννεύει, καὶ ὅσοι τῆς ἀγορᾶς καὶ τῶν Ναζιραίων οἱ δοκιμώτατοι). Noteworthy, however, is the 
presence of the patriarch of Antioch Aemilianus, during the nomination of Botaneiates, and not that 
of the patriarch of Constantinople. The latter proceeded to the coronation of the new emperor three 
days later, on 27 of March 1078, the day of Nicephoros III entrance into the capital. This fact might 
indicate that each patriarch supported a different party); Joannes Scylitzes Continuatus, pp. 17755- 
1784; Nicéphore Bryennios, Histoire, ed. P. GAUTIER (CFHB 2), Bruxelles 1975, Ш, 19, p. 247: 1; 
Zonaras, Epitomae, p. 7196-12. On the nomination of Botaneiates see A. CHRISTOFILOPOULOU, Εκλογή, 
ἀναγόρευσις kai στέψις τοῦ βυζαντινοῦ αὐτοκράτορος (-Πραγματεῖαι τῆς ᾿Ακαδημίας ᾿Αθηνῶν, 
22/2), Athens 1956, pp. 121-123. 

9  Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 25818-25931 (for the active participation of the metropolitan of Ikonion 
in the opposition against Michael VII and his capture in the church of Hagia Sophia), 2785-2796; 
Ioannes Scylitzes Continuatus (as above) together with Zonaras (as above) also mentions the presence 
of the metropolitan of Ikonion in the nomination of Botaneiates. See A. KAZHDAN-S. FRANKLIN, 
Studies on Byzantine Literature of the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, Cambridge 1984, p. 75. 

9  Attaleiates, Historia, p. 27021; Ioannes Scylitzes Continuatus, р. 17152.25. Cf. A. KAZHDAN-S. 
FRANKLIN, Studies ... (as above), pp. 36-37, for Attaleiates's attitude towards Michael VII. 

$ Anna Comnena, Alexias, vol. IL, pp. 1055-1355. See A. GLAVINAS, H ἐπὶ Αλεξίου Κομνηνοῦ 
(1081-1118) περὶ ἱερῶν σκευῶν, κειμηλίων καὶ ἁγίων εἰκόνων ἔρις (1081-1095) (= Βυζαντινὰ κείμενα 
καὶ μελέται, 6), Θεσσαλονίκη 1972. 

9? Anna Comnena, Alexias, vol. 1, p. 374 9. See D. В. REINSCH, Ausländer und Byzantiner im Werk 
der Anna Komnene, Rechtshistorisches Journal 8 (1989) 257-274, esp. p. 271 and the opposite view 
of R.-J. Lg, Anna Komnene und die Lateiner, ByzSlav 54 (1993) 169-182, esp. рр. 170-171, 174. 
9$ Бе rebus gestis Rogerii ... (sce above, n. 19), p. 6456 34: ... ut dicebat (Michael УП, in reality the 
imposter Michael who appeared in the court of Robert after the overthrow of the emperor), fraude suo- 


important information: Alexius I Comnenus issued - just after his enthronement in April 
1081 - a decree jointly with the patriarch and with the consent of the Senate, defining that 
the reign shouldn't be given back to Michael Doukas, because he had betrayed the interests 
of the Empire with his attitude towards the Normans, the public enemies.“ 

Although it is possible Malaterra's and Ordericus's view to be based on a general west- 
ern tendency to present Greeks as unfriendly towards the Latins, it is also possible that his 
words save rumours of the Byzantines' dissatisfaction, which became known to the West. 
A second Byzantine source, Michael Attaleiates, known - as I have already mentioned - as 
a fighter against Michael's policy and a supporter of Nicephoros Botaneiates, describes the 
Empire's tragic situation in East, Constantinople and West during Michael's reign, claim- 
ing that God's providence sent Botaneiates to cure it: οὐ yap ἔφερε (ὁ Βοτανειάτης), 
φύσιν ἔχων εὐσεβῆ καὶ φιλόθεον, ζῆν καὶ τοιαῦτα καθορᾶν ἀνοσίως πραττόμενα, καὶ 
πᾶσαν τὴν ἑῴαν τοῖς πολεμίοις ἀνάστατον ... καὶ τὴν ἑσπερίαν γῆν κατακειρομένην 
τοῖς ἔθνεσιν καὶ τοῖς βλαπτικοῖς évvoñuaoiv.% If we assume that «nations» (ἔθνη) are 
Normans,” the harmful intentions or ideas (τὰ βλαπτικὰ ἐννοήματα) concerning the West 
cannot be anything other than the álliance (through the marriage agreement) with the 
Norman leader, who had devastated and cut off the Byzantine possessions in Southern Italy, 
and - quite probably - the reconciliation tendency with the Roman Church between 1073 
and 1074. Despite Attaleiates's bias against the government of Michael Doukas, we can per- 
ceive in his words the opinions of a certain part of the civil and clergy authority concerning 
this political turn towards the West. 

Combining the change of the Byzantine attitude, which is observed between the texts 
of letter 144 and 143, with the evidence of these sources, we come across a hardening of the 
policy towards Normans, setting specific terms only on one side and a going back as far as 


rum, ... dejectus fuerat monachusque violenter fieri compulsus, hoc solo crimine objecto, quod filiam 
ducis filio suo nuptui acceperat. ... Timebant denique Graeci, ne si ex nostrae gentis uxore hearedes 
procreati in palatio subcrescerent, occasio liberius illuc accedenti nostrae genti daretur; et gens, 
deliciis et voluptatibus, potius quam belli studiis ex more dedita, nostrorum strenuitate subjugata con- 
culcaretur. 


9 Ordericus Vitalis, The Ecclesiastical History ... (see above, п. 13), р. 14 (15): Alexius cum patri- 
archa regiae urbis ac sapientibus et senatoribus regni Grecorum consilium habuit, et rebus gestis tam 
priscis quam modernis profunde perscrutatis communi decreto definiuit; ne sanctum imperium red- 
deretur Michaheli qui ad hostes publicos confugerat, et malefidis se et omnia sua Normannis com- 
miserat; quibus moris est imperium sociis non reddere, sed auferre et quos ab aliis debent liberare; 
atque ad optinendum debitos fasces adjuuare; crudeli ritu demptis honoribus sibi penitus subjugare. 
Cf. V. GRUMEL-J. DARROUZES, Les regestes... (see above, n. 56), nr. 916; DÖLGER-WIRTH, Regesten, 
nr. 1064a. 


$5 See Leatitia BOHM, Nomen gentis Normannorum ... (see above, n. 1), p. 659. This tendency is 
more obvious and frequent after the first Crusade and during the 12th century. On the mutual view of 
Byzantines and Latins in the same period see H. HUNGER, Graeculus perfidus, Ἰταλὸς ἰταμός. Il senso 
dell alterità nei rapporti greco-romani ed italo-bizantini (=Unione Internale degli Istituti. di 
Archeologia, Storia e Storia dell Arte in Roma, Conferenze 4), Roma 1987, pp. 36-44. 


$6 — Attaleiates, Historia, p. 2139.15. Cf. А. KAZHDAN-S. FRANKLIN, Studies... (see above, n. 59), p. 
37. 

@ Ἑσπερία, the West, includes Balkans in Byzantium. So, it is logical to suppose that the author 
could have also comprised Petchenegs in the «nations». But there is no evidence that the Petchenegs 
had cut off a part of the Balkans or that they were causing a devastation in the same area during 
Michaels reign. They were mostly acting as supporters of rebellions against the government of 
Constantinople [see Elisabeth MALAMUT, L image byzantin des Petchénégues (as above, n. 25)]. 
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the Union argument is concerned. This change has to be considered as a result of the inter- 
ference or influence of the group which was against the above policy. We cannot though 
exclude the possibility of a passed time period between the rejection of letter 144 (which I 
dated around the last quarter of 1072) and the structure of letter 143. During this interval a 
split took place between Robert Guiscard and pope Gregory VII (in August of 1073) and 
the reconciliation of the latter with Richard of Capua, who gave an oath of faith to Gregory 
on 14th September 1073, one month after the oath of the previous master of Benevento, 
Landulf (12th August 1073). Gregory was planning to ally Richard and his loyal friend 
Gisolf of Salerno against Guiscard.° On one hand these events set unnecessary, if not harm- 
ful, an argument concerning the improvement of the relations between Constantinople and 
Rome, that means the Union of the Church. On the other hand Robert's position is not the 
one it used to be one year ago. It has become difficult, through those movements of the pope. 
The Byzantines are now in an advantageous negotiating position towards the Normans, so 
they can impose their own terms. If we accept this explanation we should say that the letter 
143 was written in Autumn of 1073 and it was the one that was sent to Robert. 
Concluding: 1) we aknowledge that these two letters were not both dispatched by the 
imperial court. Letter 144 was written first (the last quarter of 1072) making a clear hint at 
a possible reapproach to Rome, but it was not finally sent rather due to reactions of a party 
supporting different ideas. In the following letter 143, which I dated in Autumn of 1073, 
Byzantium seems to take advantage of Guiscard's problems with pope Gregory and the local 
aristocracy, and sets its own terms. This was the proposal which finally left the court of 
Constantinople and, after long negotiations, lead to the chrysobull of 1074. 2) The general 
opinion that Robert rejected twice the marriage proposal made by Michael VII, concerning 
his brother Constantine (/Constantios), and accepted a third one concerning Michael's son 
and heir Constantine, should be set aside. The reason is not only the fact that one letter - not 
both- was sent, but also that such an intermarriage would have been of great use for Robert's 
prestige, taking into account his relations with the Pope and the Norman and Lombard aris- 
tocracy at that time. So, it is more likely to assume that as soon as - during the negotiations 
with Constantinople concerning the marriage of his daughter to the emperor's brother - 
Guiscard was informed of the birth of his son, he demanded and succeded in engaging his 
daughter to the new heir to the imperial throne, probably using the logical argument that the 
negotiated marriage was meant to be the one to the future emperor of Byzantium. 


9 Amatus, Historia, УП, ch. IX, pp. 29817-29912. See CHALANDON, Domination, pp. 228-229; P. 
KEHR, Die Belehnungen... (see above, n. 46), pp. 25-26. Some months later, in June of 1074, the pope 
excommunicated Robert during a Synod assembled in Rome (CASPAR, Register, I, 85a, p. 123. Cf. 
CHALANDON, Domination, p. 237). 

9 Amatus, Historia, УП, ch. IX, pp. 299; with n. 1, ch. X, p. 3001.4 with n. Ich. XII, p. 3035 ο, 
Caspar, Register, I, 21a, pp. 35-36, I, 18a, pp. 30-31. See CHALANDON, Domination, p. 230-231, 235; 
Р. КЕНЕ, Die Belehnungen... (as above), p. 26; J. DEÉR, Papsttum und Normannen (see above, п. 1), 

268 pp. 132ff, 99, with n. 451. 


Divorce by Mutual Consent and its Customary 
Application in Byzantium 


Daphne PAPADATOU (Thessaloniki) 


To my unfailing Mentor, Nikos Pandazopoulos, 
with deep gratitude 


In ancient Greece and subsequently in the Roman Empire, marriages could be dissolved 
freely. Divorce was either unilateral (ἀπόπεμψις or ἀπόλειψις, repudium) or consensual (Бу. 
mutual agreement of the spouses), and there was no need for the two partners to give any 
legally acceptable reason for their separation. ! 

Divorce first became causal (in the sense that its validity depended on the fact that the 
cause of separation was adduced) in the Byzantine period, under the influence of the 
Church. On the one hand the secular authority adhering to the Roman legislation accepted 
the possible dissolution of marriage,” while the Church, on the other, upheld the indissolu- 
ble nature of the married state.? It was a blending of these two tendencies that eventually 
produced the new legislative and normative framework that governed the dissolution of 
marriage in the Byzantine Empire. It may be summed up as follows: marriage was in prin- 
ciple indissoluble, but its dissolution was permitted in exceptional circumstances and for 
specific reasons acknowledged by the laws and the canons.^ 

Naturally enough, divorce by mutual consent (with no cause required to be given) was 
now forbidden,’ unless the spouses intended to take habit. But constant legislative tergiver- 
sation meant that the institution was alternately restored and abolished anew over the next 
four centuries or 50,6 betraying, if nothing else, the legislation's tendency now to manipu- 


1 For divorce in ancient Greece see L. BEAUCHET, Histoire du droit privé de la république athéni- 
enne. Paris 1897 (repr. Amsterdam 1969), I, 376 ff. (for consensual divorce in particular, pp. 387-8); 
W. ERDMANN, Die Ehe im alten Griechenland, München 1934 (repr. New York 1979), 386 ff. For 
Roman divorce see К. VısKY, Le divorce dans la législation de Justinien, Revue internationale des 
droits de Г antiquité. 3ème série, 23 (1976) 239-264 (particularity for classical Roman law see p. 239- 
243); Susan TREGGIARI, Roman Marriage. lusti Coniuges from the Time of Cicero to the Time of 
Ulpinian, Oxford 1991, 435 pp. (especially 461-5). 

? Nov. Just. 22,3: "... τῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις παρακολουθούντων τὸ δεθὲν ἅπαν λυτόν”. 


3 Matthew 19,6: “ὃν οὖν ὁ θεὸς συνέζευξεν ἄνθρωπος μὴ χωριζέτω”. For the Church's attitude 
to divorce in the early christian period, see VISKY, op. cit., 243-5. 

^ The principle was recognised by both secular and ecclesiastical law. See e.g. Nov. Just. 117, 12 
and two comments by Zonaras in G. RALLIS - M. POTLIS, Σύνταγμα τῶν θείων καὶ ἱερῶν κανόνων τῶν 
τε ἁγίων καὶ πανευφήμων ἀποστόλων καὶ τῶν ἱερῶν οἰκουμενικῶν καὶ τοπικῶν συνόδων ..., Athens 
1852, П, 7 and 506. For the gradual structuring of this legislative and canonical framework see VISKY, 
op. cit., 249 ff. 


5 Nov. Just. 117, 10. 
6 For an analytical review of the Byzantine emperors’ legislative measures relating to consensual 269 
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late and now to adapt to a social situation that did not seem to be in step with its dictates. In 
other words, divorce by mutual consent seems to have persisted in practice, despite its peri- 
odical legislative abolition. 

Scholars have already discussed the subject with regard to the period before the tenth 
century, when the Macedonians produced legislation that abolished divorce by mutual con- 
sent once and for all.? I shall now investigate whether and how the institution persisted in 
practice after the publication of the Basilica. 

The eleventh-century jurisprudential collection known as Peira is a valuable source in 
this respect. References to divorce by mutual consent are found in titles 7.7, 7.8, 8.16, 25.30, 
25.37, 25.62, and 68.6, which reveal that: 

1) Divorce by mutual consent was a private agreement (σύμφωνον, διάλυσις: 7.8, 
25.30), that was sometimes set down in writing (χαρτίον: 25.62).8 

2) In the agreement the spouses could specify what was to be done with their property 
after the dissolution of their marriage (the dowry, the θεώρετρον, the ὑπόβολον, etc: 25.62, 
68.6). If the settlement was made under oath, it was held to be binding for both spouses, 
even though the divorce agreement was held to be null and void (68.6). 

3) The agreement ending the marriage by mutual consent was regarded as invalid and 
the marriage was not considered to be over, but only as long as there was no subsequent 
marriage (25.62). In this case, the divorce by mutual consent was held de facto to be capa- 
ble of producing certain results. 

Three of the titles (7.7, 7.8, 25.30) relate to the dissolution of the marriage by virtue of 
the wife's adultery and are particularity interesting. Title 7.7 states: ὅτι τὸ διαλύσασθαι 
γυναῖκα μετὰ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς, καὶ εἰπεῖν ὅτι ἐμοίχευσα καὶ διὰ τοῦτο διαζεύγνυμαι, οὐ 
δεκτόν ἐστι τῷ νόμῳ," and we read in title 25.30: ὅτι ἡ γυνὴ ἐποιήσατο διάλυσιν μετὰ 
τοῦ ἀνδρὸς, ὅτι ἐμοιχεύθη, καὶ διεζεύχθη αὐτοῦ. One wonders, since adultery was an 
acceptable ground for ending a marriage, why the spouses did not seek a "legal" divorce 
from the courts, rather than resorting to a separation by mutual consent and imperilling the 
validity of such a parting, which was not recognised either by the state nor the Church? 

We have to bear in mind that, for a divorce to be granted on the ground of adultery, the 
fact of the adultery had first to be proved objectively and certainly. This was done in the 
context of a criminal trial. In other words, an official verdict of guilt had to have been issued 
against the wife.!8 


divorce until the Macedonians’ promulgation of the Basilica see Sp. TROIANOS, To συναινετικό 


διαζύγιο στο Βυζάντιο, Βυζαντιακά 3 (1983) 11-17. 

7  Bas.28, 7, 6 (and comment) = Nov. Just. 134, 11. 

8 — Consensual divorce documents of this sort are preserved on papyri: see e.g. B. REES, Papyri from 
Hermopolis and Other Documents of the Byzantine Period, London 1964, no. 29 pp. 56-7; Fontes 
Turis Romani Antejustiniani, ed. S. RICCOBONO - J. BAVIERA - C. FERRINI - J. FURLANI - V. ARANGIO- 
Ruiz, Florentiae 1968, III, no. 22 p. 59; H. MAEHLER, Papyri aus Hermupolis, Berlin 1974, πο. 2203 
p. 127. 

9 The law to which the provision refers is apparently the one which prohibited couples from find- 
ing their own compromise solutions in cases of adultery: C 9, 9, 10 and 2, 4, 18 = Bas. 11, 2, 35 = 
Hexabiblos 1, 10, 3. 

10 Nov. Just. 117, 8, 2: “Εἰ περὶ μοιχείας ὁ ἀνὴρ νομίσει δύνασθαι τὴν ἑαυτοῦ γαμετὴν 
ἐλεγχθῆναι, προσήκει τὸν ἄνδρα πρότερον ἐγγράφεσθαι τὴν γυναῖκα ἢ καὶ τὸν μοιχόν, καὶ 
εἴπερ ἡ τοιαύτη κατηγορία ἀληθὴς ἀποδειχθῇ, τηνικαῦτα ῥεπουδίου πεμπομένου ἔχειν τὸν ἄνδρα 
πρὸς τῇ πρὸ γάμου δωρεᾷ καὶ τὴν προῖκα ...". This provision is repeated in Bas. 28, 7, 1 (and 


Spouses seeking to end their marriage by mutual consent on the ground of adultery 
were apparently reluctant to take this course. This is evident from the fact that the wife 
herself admitted her adultery: "On τὸ διαλύσασθαι γυναῖκα … καὶ εἰπεῖν ὅτι 
ἐμοίχευσα καὶ διὰ τοῦτο διαζεύγνυμαι..., says title 7.7 of the Peira. This fact alone ruled 
out the holding of a criminal trial, since only certain individuals were legally empowered to 
bring the charge: the husband, the wife's father or brother, or her uncles on her mother's or 
father's side.!! For the wife to accuse herself of adultery not only did not lead to a criminal 
trial, it was not even considered to be sufficient proof of the fact, nor did it incur any con- 
sequences against her: Τὸν νόμον τὸν περὶ μοιχείας γυνὴ οὐ δύναται κινεῖν, οὐδὲ ἐὰν 
αὐτῇ λέγηται ἡμαρτῆσθαι.!2 

I think the citing of adultery in cases of divorce by mutual consent served a dual pur- 
pose. On the one hand, it gave the couple an ostensible ground for their divorce at a time 
when neither state nor Church recognised divorce without specific grounds; it afforded them 
a "legitimate" basis, since the wife's adultery was a ground for divorce recognised both by 
the civil legislation and by canon law.!3 Furthermore, the wife avoided the incriminating 
personal, financial, and penal consequences of a possible conviction for adultery,!* since it 
made such a process de facto impossible to conduct: her own confession of adultery, as we 
have seen, averted the risk. 

So it would seem that citing the wife's adultery as a ground for (consensual) divorce 
could in this case be merely a pretext. The case cited in title 25.30 of the Peira does seem 
to bear this out: A couple ended their marriage by mutual consent, the wife having admitted 
adultery. Some time later, both the husband and their child died, and the question arose of 
whether or not the wife could inherit from the child. The judge found that she could, argu- 
ing that the consensual divorce was invalid, the marriage had thus never ended, and - what 


comment 1), the Hexabiblos 4, 15, 13 and 6, 2, 23 and Photius’ Nomocanon 13, 5, comment (RALLIS 
- Ротіл5, op. cit., 1, 302). See also M. BLASTARES, Σύνταγμα κατὰ στοιχεῖον ..., M, 14 (ibid., VE, 378) 
and Balsamon's comment on canon VIII of the local council of New Caesaria (ibid, III, 83), where a 
μοιχαλίδα is deemed to be a woman whose adultery has been proved: Προσέθεντο οὖν oi Πατέρες 
ἐκείνην καταδικάζεσθαι ὡς μοιχαλίδα, τὴν ἐλεγχθεῖσαν διὰ φανερῶν ἀποδείξεων ... οὐ μὴν τὴν 
ὑποπτευθεῖσαν ἀπὸ ὁμιλίας, ἢ συνοικήσεως, ἢ ἄλλης τινὸς αἰτίας. 

п C.9.9. 29 = Bas. 60, 37, 67 (and 11, 2, 35, comment 6) = Hexabiblos 6, 24. In the ecclesiastical 
legislation, see Balsamon’s comment on the canon VIII of the council of New Caesaria (RALLIS - 
ΡΟΤΙΙ5, op. cit., Ш, 82): οὐ γὰρ τῷ βουλομένῳ ἐφεῖται περὶ μοιχείας κατηγορεῖν, ἀλλὰ ῥητοῖς 
προσώποις. (these persons are named subsequently: ibid, p. 83). See also BLASTARES, Σύνταγμα, M. 
14 (ibid, VI, 378). 

1? Bas. 60, 37, 45 (and comments); Hexabiblos 1, 13, 4 and 6, 2, 6; Balsamon's comment on canon 
VIII of the council of New Caesaria (RALLIS - POTLIS, ор. cit., Ш, 83); BLAsTARES, Σύνταγμα, M, 14 
(ibid, VI, 379). 

D For the acceptable grounds for divorce as they took shape through the mutual influence of secu- 
lar and ecclesiastical legislation, see A. CHRISTOPHILOPOULOS, Ἡ ἑλληνική ὀρθόδοξος ἐκκλησία καί τό 
διαζύγιον, in: idem Δίκαιον καί Ἱστορία, Athens 1973 [republished from 'Apxeiov Ἰδιωτικοῦ Δικαίου 
13 (1946)], 232-241; Visky, ор. cit., 239-264; for the period of Ottoman rule see D. GHNIS, Οἱ λόγοι 
διαζυγίου ἐπί Τουρκοκρατίας, Ἐπιστημονική Ἐπετηρίς Σχολῆς NOE τοῦ ΑΠΘ, vol. VIII, 
Thessaloniki 1960, 239-259 (also as an offprint). 

4 The consequences of a conviction for adultery were harsh indeed: personal (prohibition of remar- 
riage in the future, banishment in a monastery), financial (loss of dowry), penal (whipping, amputa- 
tion of the nose) ecclesiastical (prohibition of receiving communion). See Joelle BEAUCAMP, Le statut 
de la femme à Byzance (IVe-VIIe siècle). I. Le droit impérial, Paris 1990, 165-9 and О. ROBINSON, The 
Criminal Law of Ancient Rome, Baltimore 1995, 66-7. 
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most concerns us here - the law anyway did not prevent a mother from inheriting from her 
child, even if adultery had really taken place: ... ὁ νόμος καὶ τὴν ἀληθῶς 
μοιχευθεῖσαν οὐ κωλύει κληρονομῆσαι τὸν παῖδα (emphasis added). From the word- 
ing it is clear that there had in fact been no adultery and that this had been the pretext the 
couple had used to give their divorce a semblance of legitimacy. 

All the same, given that the wife's, albeit false, admission of adultery tallied with one 
of the legally acceptable causes for divorce, without, however, being regarded as proof of 
the fact of adultery or entailing detrimental consequences for her, it seems to have been a 
practice which couples did indeed resort to in divorce cases. This explains why the ecclesi- 
astical judges in the twelfth century were so suspicious of these self-accusations. In his deci- 
sion no. 137, Chomatianus asks the self-accused wife to repeat her confession under oath,!5 
and in decision πο. 139, disbelieving her admission of adultery (τῆς θυγατρὸς ... περὶ τὴν 
τοιαύτην ὁμολογίαν ὑποπτενομένης) on his own initiative he conducts a further investiga- 
tion of the truth of her assertion.!$ The Metropolitan of Naupactus, Ioannes Apocaucus, 
ignoring the wife's assertion that she had committed adultery, does eventually issue the 
divorce, but bases his decision on a different lawful ground - that the couple had not reached 
puberty when the marriage took place - without even investigating the wife's relationship 
with what he terms the δῆθεν μοιχόν.Ι7 

We already know that in earlier times, even though abolished by law, divorce by mutu- 
al consent continued in practice in some sort of disguised form. One typical expedient was 
for the couple to stand as godparents to their own children, which automatically created a 
spiritual relationship between the parents, and thus an impediment to marriage, and there- 
fore automatically dissolved the existing marriage.!? In the ninth century, in an effort to put 
an end to this practice, which was no more than a disguised form of consensual divorce, 
Emperors Leo V and Constantine prescribed severe sanctions against couples who resorted 
to this ploy.!? It seems likely, therefore, that it became difficult to continue this particular 
tactic after the state had dealt directly with it, and couples resorted to other ways of cover- 
ing up their consensual divorce, such as the one discussed earlier, which is first encountered 
in the jurisprudence of the eleventh century. 

We have no way of knowing precisely when the practice of disguising divorce by 
mutual consent on the ostensible grounds of the wife’s (supposed) adultery began, nor how 
long it continued. It should be noted, however, that title 7.7 of the Peira, which pronounces 
this kind of agreement between spouses invalid, is also repeated in the Hexabiblos.20 This is 
significant in that it attests the incorporation of this jurisprudential approach to this specific 
issue in the corpus of laws that the courts were using in the fourteenth century. 


15 J, Рива, Analecta sacra et classica spicilegio solesmensi parata, Roma 1891, col. 543-4. 

16  Ibid., col. 548-9. 

17 $. PETRIDÈS, Jean Apokaukos, lettres et autres documents inédits, Izvestija russkovo archeo- 
logicheskovo instituta v Konstantinopole 14 (1909), p. 86, line 10. On this incident see Sp. TROIANOS, 
Oi λόγοι διζυγίου στο vopodoyiaxd ἐργο του [Ιωάννου Αποκαύκου, Βυζαντινά 16 (1991) 46-7. 

18 On this expedient see TROIANOS, Συναινετικό διαζύγιο, 13. 

1 Novella of Leo Vand Constantine (ed. D. Simon. Zur Ehegesetzgebung der Isaurier, Fontes 
Minores 1 (1976) 21-30). The sanctions were personal (prohibition of remarriage), and either finan- 
cial, if the accused were wealthy (εὔποροι), or physical, if they were poor (ἄποροι). 


20 Hexabiblos, 1, 10, 9. 


So we see that consensual divorce survived in the Byzantine Empire in some sort of 
disguise, which in the middle Byzantine period took the form discussed above. In one way 
or another, the custom of dissolving marriage by mutual consent of the spouses proved 
stronger than any legislative or canon-law measure that sought to abolish it. Even the 
Church seems eventually to have accepted the reality of the practice either indirectly or even 
directly. In the late Byzantine period, and much more so during the time of Ottoman rule, 
the Church recognised as valid divorce based on the "irreconcilable hatred" (ἀκατάλλακτον 
μῖσος) of the spouses (which, according to one view, was used as a cover for consensual 
divorce,?! or even divorce granted on grounds known only to the couple: ё’ ἃς αὐτοὶ 
οἴδασι αἰτίας.22 

One might say that the passage of law 1329/1983, with which the institution of divorce 
by mutual consent was recognised in Greece for the first time since the birth of the modern 
Greek state, was, from a historical point of view, merely a legislative, not an institutional 
innovation. This recognition of consensual divorce officially “repatriared” an institution 
with profound Greek roots, which, having persisted latent and disguised when excluded 
from the official legislative and canonical framework of family relations, has in fact fol- 
lowed an uninterrupted course throughout history. 


?! Scholarly opinion is divided over the question of whether or not divorces based on the couple's 
“irreconcilable hatred” served as a cover for consensual divorce. CHRISTOPHILOPOULOS (op. cit., 241). 
М. Marsis (Τό οἰκογενειακόν δίκαιον ката τήν vouoAoyíav τοῦ Πατριαρχείου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως 
τῶν ἐτῶν 1315 — 1401, Athens 1962, 171-3), and G. MARIDAKIS (Τό ἀστικόν δίκαιον ἐν ταῖς νεαραῖς 
τῶν βυζαντινῶν αὐτοκρατόρων, Αθῆναι 1922, 92) believe they did. TROIANOS (Συναινετικό διαζύγιο, 
17) has reservations. 

22 See the consensual divorce granted by the Metropolitan of Cos in D. GHINIS, Περίγραμμα 
μεταβυζαντινοῦ δικαίου, 2nd supplement, Ἔπετ. Ἐτ. But Σπουδ., 43 (1977-8) 164, where reference 
is also made to other, similar decisions. For these consensual divorces granted by the Metropolitan of 
Cos, see G. MICHAELIDIS-NOUAROS, Οἱ λόγοι διαζυγίου κατὰ τή νομολογία τοῦ ἐκκλησιαστικοῦ 
δικαστηρίου τῆς Κῶ, Ἐπετηρίς τοῦ Κέντρου Ἐρεύνης τῆς Ἱστορίας тоб Ἑλληνικοῦ Δικαίου 29- 
30 (1982-3) [Athens 1990], 10-4. 

The Church's compliant attitude to this unconcealed acceptance of consensual divorce should be his- 
torically attributed to the jurisdictional rivalry between the ecclesiastical and the Ottoman courts dur- 
ing the period of Ottoman rule: see N. PANDAZOPOULOS, Ἐκκλησία καί δίκαιον εἰς τήν χερσόνησον τοῦ 
Αἵμου ἐπὶ Τουρκοκρατίας, Ἐπιστημονική Ἐπετηρίδα τῆς Σχολῆς NOE τοῦ ΑΠΘ, vol. VIII, 
Thessaloniki 1960-3, 763-5. 
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Psellos, Romain IV Diogenes et Mantzikert 


Evade V RIES -vander VELDEN (Amsterdam) 


Le 22 mai 1067, Constantin X Doukas, empereur de Byzance, mourait. Sa veuve Eudocie, 
aprés avoir táché quelque temps de porter seule le fardeau du gouvernement, choisit comme 
deuxiéme époux et nouvel empereur Romain Diogénés, grand propriétaire de Cappadoce, 
ancien doux de Sardica et guerrier fameux (décembre 1067). 

Ses raisons étaient claires. Il fallait à l'empire un homme fort qui put mettre fin aux 
incursions et aux ravages des Turcs en Asie Mineure et Romain Diogénés semblait fait pour 
embrasser l'ouvrage. Romain Diogénés, quant à lui, se tenait prét à répondre aux attentes de 
son entourage. Au lendemain de son mariage (le 1 janvier 1068), il procéda immédiatement 
à la réorganisation de l'armée. Les quatre années suivantes il conduisit trois campagnes con- 
tre les Turcs. La premiére dura du mois de mars 1068 jusqu' à la fin de janvier 1069; la 
deuxiéme du début d'avril jusqu'au mois de décembre 1069. La troisieme campagne, mieux 
organisée que les précédentes et de plus grande envergure, eut lieu en 1071 et aboutit à la 
débácle de Mantzikert le 26 aoüt 1071. 

Selon l'opinion générale des historiens, la Chronographie de Michel Psellos est un 
ouvrage singuliérement partial, faisant apparaitre des lacunes voulues et de graves altéra- 
tions. Ce jugement sévére est applicable notamment aux pages consacrées par Psellos au 
régne de Romain Diogénés.' Il ne s'y soucie en effet pas le moins du monde d'objectivité et 
d'équité. Au lieu d'un exposé historique il dresse un acte d'accusation. 

Romain aurait réduit Eudocie à un état de soumission et suspecté continuellement le 
César Jean Doukas, frére de Constantin X, de mener des intrigues contre son tróne; il aurait 
été plusieurs fois sur le point de l’arrêter et de l'exécuter, ne renongant à son dessein qu’ au 
dernier moment. Romain se serait en outre refusé — comble de scélératesse — à écouter les 
conseils excellents de Psellos lui-même. Vaniteux et stupide au plus haut degré, il aurait 
exécuté ses projets militaires sans consulter d' experts, sans faire des préparatifs solides, 
langant enfin son armée dans la catastrophe de Mantzikert. Par conséquent, Psellos approu- 
ve toutes les mesures prises contre Romain Diogénés aprés Mantzikert: déposition, pro- 
scription, privation de la vue. Il se targue méme du rôle qu'il a lui-même joué dans cette suc- 
cession d'événements." Le continuateur de la Chronique de Jean Skylitzés note avec dégoût 
le passage de la Chronographie de Psellos dans lequel celui-ci s'étend avec impudence sur 
sa contribution appréciable à la décision de détróner Romain Diogénés et de le remplacer 
par Michel, fils d'Eudocie et de Constantin X Doukas.? 


! G. OSTROGORSKY, Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates, Munich 1963, p. 262. Voir le résumé 
de H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Munich 1978, t.1, pp. 372-82. 


? Chronographie VII b 10-43, éd $. IMPELLIZZERI (avec trad. de S. RONCHEY et commentaire de U. 
CriscuoLo), Milan 1984, 1993, t.2, рр. 328-62; éd. E. RENAULD, Paris 1928, 1967, t.2, pp. 157-72. 


* Ed. E. Th. ТзоглкЁз, Thessalonique 1968, p. 152. 


ж k κ 


Rien d'étonnant donc à ce que les historiens modernes considërent Psellos comme un 
ennemi farouche de Romain Diogénës et un partisan de la famille Doukas. Ils croient égale- 
ment que Psellos a comploté contre Romain tout au long de son régne*. Pour cette raison 
d'ailleurs, l'empereur l'aurait contraint à l'accompagner pendant sa deuxiéme campagne. A 
l'armée, Psellos aurait été moins dangereux qu'à Constantinople’. Les historiens imaginent 
mal pour quelle autre raison Psellos, avec sa grande urbanité, personnification de la haute 
bureaucratie constantinopolitaine, aurait participé à une expédition militaire. On le croit 
antimilitariste, plus enclin à la négociation qu'au recours à la force armée, préférant le 
paiement de tributs et la cession de terres à l'ennemi aux dépenses militaires. Il est vrai que 
les byzantinistes d'aujourd'hui ont abandonné l'idée d'une opposition nette, à Byzance au 
onziéme siécle, entre un ,,parti civil“ (les fonctionnaires de la bureaucratie centrale) et un 
„parti militaire" (les aristocrates dans les provinces). Toutefois Psellos, coarchitecte de 
l'administration ,,réformiste“ de Constantin IX Monomaque, reste toujours le prototype des 
adversaires d'une politique d'agression à grande échelle, caractéristique des derniers 
empereurs de la dynastie macédonienne, abandonnée par Monomaque et par ses suc- 
cesseurs, et reprise par Romain IV Diogenes.‘ 

Psellos, partisan des Doukai, Psellos, homme de paix, ses écrits sont là pour étayer 
cette thèse de façon satisfaisante. С” est la vérité. Mais est-ce toute la vérité? Dans la 
Chronographie méme, des remarques donnent l'éveil au lecteur. Psellos tient à nous faire 
savoir que Romain Diogénés, devenu empereur, n'a jamais oublié les faveurs que lui, l'au- 
teur, lui avait accordées les années avant son avénement. Monté sur le tróne, il continua à 
traiter Psellos avec le plus grand respect, il avait méme l'habitude de se lever à son entrée 


*^ — V. e.g. C. NEUMANN, Die Weltstellung des byzantinischen Reiches vor den Kreuzzügen, Berlin 
1894, р. 111; RENAULD, 64. cit., t. 1, p. XVI; OSTROGORSKY, op. cit., p. 282 sqq.; S. VRYONIS Jr., The 
Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the Eleventh 
through the Fifteenth Century, Berkeley — Los Angeles — Londres 1971, p. 100; HUNGER, op. cit., p. 
376; J.-C. CHEYNET, Pouvoir et Contestations à Byzance (963 à 1210), Paris 1990, pp. 75-77 (n 94), 
181-82; 347-49 etc. 


5 C. SATHAS, éditeur et premier biographe de Psellos, a été le premier à supposer que Romain avait 
emmené Psellos en otage, v. l'introduction aux t.4 et 5 de sa Μεσαιωνικἡ Βιβλιοθήκη (MB), Paris- 
Venise 1876, t. 4, p. XCIV. Son idée fut reprise par Ch. ZERVOS, Un philosophe néoplatonicien du XIe 
siècle. Michel Psellos, Paris 1920, p. 73; В. ANASTASI, Studi sulla Chronographia di Michele Psello, 
Catania 1969, p. 84, note 37; HUNGER, op. cit., p. 376; K. SNIPES, éd., A Letter of Michael Psellos to 
Constantine the Nephew of Michael Cerularius, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 22 (1981) 89- 
107, ici p. 105, note 63; CRISCUOLO, comm. éd IMPELLIZZERI, t.2, p. 453, note 356; M. ANGOLD, The 
Byzantine Empire 1025-1204, 1984, p. 56. On se demande néanmoins pourquoi dans ce cas Psellos 
recut la permission de retourner, à mi-chemin, à Constantinople; la suggestion de HUNGER (loc. cit.) 
est inacceptable par son illogisme: „Daß Romanos dem kaiserlichen Ratgeber Psellos mit Recht 
mißtraute, ersieht man daraus [quod erat demonstrandum], daß er ihn auf seinem zweiten Feldzug 
gegen die Seldschuken (1069) mitnahm; aber der wendige Hófling wuBte sich in Kaisareia im recht- 
en Augenblick abzusetzen und nach Konstantinopel zurückzukehren.“ Romain ne se serait donc pas 
méfié de Psellos en 1071, quand il le laissait à Constantinople? 


^ La réhabilitation de Constantin Monomaque et de l'ensemble des dirigeants de Byzance au XIe 
siècle fut ébauchée par P. LEMERLE; v. ses études Le gouvernement des philosophes et Byzance аи 
tournant de son destin dans son livre Cinq études sur le XI siècle byzantin, Paris 1977, pp. 195-248 
et 251-312. V. aussi M. ANGOLD, op. cit., p. 34 sqq.; J. C. CHEYNET, Mantzikert: Un désastre mili- 
taire?, Byzantion 50 (1980) 410-438, surtout pp. 413-18, et op.cit., passim. 
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et lui donnait la place d'honneur parmi ses confidents; i] s'était attaché à Psellos comme à 
un esprit supérieur.’ 

Vantardise à part, il est sür que Psellos jouissait d'une certaine considération à la cour 
de Romain Diogénés. On s'explique aisément cet état de choses aprés quelque réflexion. Le 
César Jean Doukas, homme manquant d'énergie, s'était retiré sur ses terres,* le jeune Michel 
semblait faible et peu capable, tandis qu'Eudocie, révérée sincérement par Psellos, demeu- 
rait impératrice. Il aurait été vraiment étonnant que Psellos n'ait pas essayé de s'adapter à la 
nouvelle situation et d'en profiter. Tout doucement il put transférer sa loyauté vers Romain 
Diogénés. П n'était ni le premier ni le dernier à accomplir une pareille manoeuvre, dans 
l'histoire de Byzance, ou sur d'autres scénes de l'histoire politique. Une question en partic- 
ulier continue pourtant à se poser: pourquoi Psellos a-t-il noirci Romain Diogénés dans la 
Chronographie de maniére si extréme? Car nous verrons par la suite que la défaite de 
Mantzikert n'explique pas tout. 

L'étude circonstanciée des sources à notre disposition, parmi lesquelles la correspon- 
dance de Psellos est du plus haut intérét, offre la clef de l'énigme. Une grande surprise nous 
attend. 

Psellos a consacré trois éloges brefs à Romain Diogénés.? En outre il lui a adressé trois 
lettres, dont la dernière a provoqué l'indignation des ѕауапіѕ.!! Psellos y compatit aux 
souffrances de l'ancien empereur, privé de la lumiére de ses yeux par ses ennemis poli- 
tiques. Il ose consoler la victime en lui assurant qu'elle a été touchée par la gráce de Dieu. 
Dieu a élu Romain comme son martyr, l'ayant rendu digne de la lumière intérieure, combi- 
en supérieure à la lumière naturelle. 

Le contenu des trois oraisons élogieuses n'offre pas de grandes difficultés. La premiere 
(n° 18 de l'édition Teubner par George DENNIS) date du début janvier 1068. Elle célèbre Је 
mariage d'Eudocie et de Romain. L'orateur imagine que le nouvel empereur est déjà le 
sauveur de la Nouvelle Rome, enrayant par son seul avénement l'agression brutale des bar- 
bares. Dans le style exalté — mais conventionnel — de la rhétorique byzantine, Romain est 
loué pour son ascendance aristocratique, son aspect impressionnant et mále, son courage, 


7 Chronographie VII b 11, éd. IMPELLIZZERI t.2, p. 330; éd. RENAULD t. 2, p. 158. 


* D. PoLEMIS, The Doukai : A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, Londres 1968. Sur le 
César v. pp. 34-41, particulièrement le jugement de l’auteur sur son caractère à la page 40. 


? Publiés par SATHAS dans sa sélection des lettres de Psellos, MB V, S n°2 (рр. 222-24), $ n^ 4 (227- 
28), S n° 90 (334-35). Nouvelle édition par G. T. DENNIS, Michaelis Pselli Orationes Panegyricae, 
Stuttgart-Leipzig 1994, or. 18 (pp. 175-79), Or. 19 (pp. 180-82) et 21 (pp. 185-86). A notre avis l'o- 
raison 20 (= S n°5, pp. 228-30) n'est pas adressée à Romain Diogenes, mais à Alexis Comnéne. 
Présenter les arguments en faveur de cette assertion nous ménerait trop loin dans le contexte présent; 
nous espérons y revenir à une occasion future (cf Ja. N. LijuBARSKU, Michail Psell, Ličnost i tvorcest- 
vo, Moscou 1978, pp. 32-35. 

10  SarHAS МВ V, S n°3 (pp. 224-27), S n° 82 (pp. 316-18); E. Kurtz - Е. DREXL, Michaelis Pselli 
Scripta Minora П. Epistulae, Milan 1941, n° 5, pp. 5-7 (par la suite: KD). 

И S n°82, р. 316-18. NEUMANN, op. cit., р. 113: „Die frivole Finesse des spätgriechischen Esprit und 
der fromme Augenaufschlag geben in ihrer Mischung diesen Satzen einen Geschmack der mit 
Hautgoüt nur annáhernd bezeichnet werden kann". Ce jugement est représentatif des opinions 
ultérieures. Voir e.g. OSTROGORSKY, ор. cit., р. 285 („Psellos der sich selbst überbot‘‘); LIUBARSKU, op. 
cit, p. 31 (l'auteur cite à ce propos la biographie de Psellos par P. BEZOBRAZOV, Moscou 1890, 
ouvrage que nous n'avons pu consulter). Voir, par contre, F argumentation de В. ANASTASI, op. cit., p. 


son génie militaire et l'énergie inépuisable qui le pousse à marcher sur l'ennemi sans délai. 
L'impératrice a part aux louanges. Par son mariage elle a porté secours à l'empire, sauveg- 
ardant le gouvernement à la fois pour elleet pour ses enfants (Psellos n'oublie pas les 
Doukai!) Dans ce sens le mariage est une victoire pour chacun des deux souverains: 
Romain est devenu le maitre tout-puissant de l'empire, Eudocie a conquis Romain. 

La deuxième oraison (n°19 de l'édition Teubner) date du mois de mars de la méme 
année. Elle a été écrite à l'occasion du départ de l'empereur pour l'Orient à la téte de son 
armée. Le contenu est simple. L'auteur admire l'ardeur indomptable avec laquelle l'em- 
pereur se met en guerre contre les barbares. П ne voulait pas attendre le printemps, et a 
rassemblé ses troupes dés le milieu de l'hiver, pour quitter la capitale au plus vite. Que des 
victoires sans nombre lui soient données en partage, que sa téte soit couronnée de lauriers, 
qu'il revienne en vainqueur! 

La troisième oraison (n? 21) diffère à peine de la précédente. De nouveau l'empereur 
part pour l’Orient afin d° „éteindre le feu babylonien“. Encore une fois l'auteur forme des 
voeux pour un retour heureux et glorieux. La date de l'oraison est incertaine, mais l'emploi 
du mot αὖθις nous fait penser qu'il s'agit plutót de la deuxiéme que de la troisieme cam- 
pagne'?. En ce cas, l'oraison doit donc être datée du début du printemps 1069. 

Quoiqu'il en soit, les trois oraisons prouvent que Psellos recherchait au moment de leur 
rédaction la faveur de Romain. Cependant, l'empereur ne sembla pas particuliérement char- 
mé de ses louanges. Psellos appartenait certainement au petit groupe de hauts fonctionnaires 
tant civils que militaires consultés par Romain directement après son avénement," mais ses 
idées sur la stratégie à suivre par l'armée byzantine furent rejetées résolument. L'avis 
d'autres personnes l'emporta et la position de Psellos devint incertaine (v. ci-dessous). 
Romain franchit bientót le Bosphore, laissant Psellos, plein d'inquiétude, dans la capitale. 


La premiere campagne de Romain Diogenes 


Nous pouvons suivre cette campagne gráce au témoignage oculaire de Michel 
Attaleiatés'. Bien que l'empereur fût absent de Constantinople de mars 1068 à janvier 1070, 
la campagne au sens propre du mot n'occupa pas une si longue période. Les six premiers 
mois Romain s'employa surtout à recruter et à réorganiser les armées de thémes, quasiment 
abandonnées par ses prédécesseurs. L'armée qu'il réussit enfin à former était à peine exer- 
cée et mal équipée. En outre Romain ne s'était pas encore formé une idée précise de la 
stratégie à suivre; la mobilité extraordinaire de l'ennemi le surprenait surtout. 

Romain conduisit l'armée byzantine de la Propontide via Malagina et Dorylée vers 
l'Anatolie centrale, en suivant la grande route militaire d'usage ancien. Il compléta les rangs 
de son armée, chemin faisant, dans les stations militaires traditionnelles (ἄπληκτα) au 


п Or. 21, éd. DENNIS, p. 185. 
B Voir Attaleiates, éd. W. BRUNET de PRESLE - I. BEKKER dans le Corpus Bonn, 1853, p. 102. 
^  Chronographie VII 12, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, р. 332, éd. RENAULD, t. 2, р. 158. 


5  Attaleiatés, рр. 101-22. Cf. E. Th. Τοογακὲς, Ὁ Modi Ἀτταλειάτης ὡς κριτικὸς τῶν 
ἐπιχειρήσεων καὶ τῆς τακτικῆς τοῦ πολέμου, Byzantina 1 (1969) 187-204; VnvoNis, Decline, p. 90 
sqq. Pour une description des routes suivies par l'armée byzantine voir Е. Нир - M. RESTLE, 
Kappadokia, Charsianon, Sebasteia und Lykandos, TIB 2, Vienne 1981, pp. 100-04. V. encore K. 
BELKE - M. RESTLE, Galatien und Lykaonien, TIB 4, Vienne 1984, pp. 73-75. 
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ANATOLIE BYZANTINE au milieu du XIe siècle 
Thémes et stations militaires 


moyen d'un recrutement au niveau local. Ce fut pendant son séjour en Anatolie centrale, 
ой il complétait et exergait son armée, qu'il apprit que des troupes turques ravageaient la 
région de Colonée. Il se dirigea alors vers le nord-est en direction de Colonée (il emprunta 
probablement la route la plus usitée, c'est à dire via Colonée Archelaïs-Césarée-Sébastée!?). 
Le sultan Alp Arslan se trouvait en personne chez les troupes turques. Quand il fut informé 
de l’approche de l’empereur byzantin, il se retira avec une partie de son armée, et en dirigea 
une autre partie vers la Syrie. A cette nouvelle, Romain marcha également vers le Sud, à la 
poursuite des Turcs. Il fit toutefois en chemin halte à la forteresse de Lycandos - chef-lieu 
du thème de ce nom, dominant la route traversant l’Antitaurus — pour se mette à l'abri des 
grandes chaleurs de l'été. П pensait poursuivre les Turcs en Syrie dès l'arrivée de l'automne. 

Quand il apprit que les Turcs restés au Nord avaient de nouveau passé les frontiéres et 
commencé à piller la région de Néocésarée, l'empereur changea ses plans. Quittant 
Lycandos, il se dirigea rapidement vers le Nord à travers une contrée montagneuse et inhos- 
pitaliére. Prés de Sébastée, on repéra les Turcs, qui s'enfuirent immédiatement. Les 
Byzantins ne réussirent pas à les rattraper, leurs chevaux étant trop fatigués. Toutefois, ils 
réussirent à massacrer une partie de l’arrière-garde turque et à récupérer son butin (dont un 
grand nombre de Byzantins faits prisonniers et du bétail) (septembre 1068). 


16 Pour des raisons qui deviendront claires au cours de notre argumentation, il est nécessaire de fixer 
le trajet suivi par Romain aussi précisément que le permettent nos sources. Attaleiatés ne donne pas 
des détails sur la route choisie par l'empereur pendant ses trois campagnes pour arriver — de Dorylée 
— en Anatolie centrale. Il nous apprend seulement que celui-ci marchait via le theme des Anatoliques 
(p. 103, p. 144). 


Selon W. M. Ramsay, The Historical Geography of Asia Minor, Londres 1890, p. 202-03, il existait 
une grande route militaire, conduisant de Dorylée, directement vers l'est, à la citadelle Saniana (située 
sur l'Halys, aux confins des thèmes des Boucellaires, des Cappadoces et de Charsianon); la route 
bifurquait alors, un chemin conduisant à Sébastée, l'autre à Césarée. De méme que la route via Ancyre 
vers Césarée, cette route, pour arriver à Césarée, nécessitait de traverser l'Halys deux fois. Le trajet 
imaginé par Ramsay fut repris par VRYONIS (Decline, p. 31-32) et d'autres auteurs (v.e.g. A.FRIENDLY, 
The Dreadful Day, The Battle of Mantzikert, 1071, Londres 1981). Cependant, ce trajet n'a jamais 
existé; voir J. B. Bury, The ἄπληκτα of Asia Minor, Βυζαντίς 2 (1911) 214-24; G. HUXLEY, A List of 
ἄπληκτα, GRBS 16 (1975) 87-93; et Е. Нир, Das byzantinische Straßensystem in Kappadokien, 
Vienne 1977, p. 81, n. 43. 


Selon toute probabilité Romain a suivi la route militaire décrite dans un manuscrit du De Cerimoniis 
(et changée arbitrairement par RAMSAY), à savoir celle de Constantinople, Malagina, Dorylée 
(l'actuelle Eskisehir), Kaborkion (prés d' Amorion), Colonée Archelais (l'actuelle Aksaray, située au 
sud du Lac Tatta), Césarée, Bathys Rhyax (prés de Sébastée). П était de régle que les stratéges des 
thémes se rendent à la rencontre de l'empereur aux endroits mentionnés. Cette route bordait en 
Cappadoce la rive gauche de l’Halys; il n'était pas nécessaire de traverser. l'Halys pour arriver à 
Césarée. Pour une nouvelle édition du texte en question voir J. F. HALDON, Constantine Porphy- 
rogenitus, Three Treatises on Imperial Military Expeditions, Viene 1990, p. 80. 


Lors de la troisi&me campagne Romain a choisi une autre route. Une remarque énigmatique faite par 
Attaleiatés précisément au sujet de cette route, était à l'origine de l'erreur de RAMSAY. Voir infra, 
notes 17, 46 et 62. 


πο Attaleiatés écrit que Romain quitta le chemin direct conduisant ἃ Sébastée pour obliquer vers le 
théme de Lycandos (p. 105). Il ne pouvait pourtant s’ approcher de Sébastée que venant d' Ancyre ou 
de Césarée. Si l'on considére qu'il n'existe pas de chemin réunissant la route Ancyre-Sébastée à 
Lycandos sauf celui de Тама via Césarée à Lycandos, le renseignement d’Attaleiatès signifie, nous 
semble-t-il, que Romain quitta le chemin de Césarée à Sébastée. Il faut conclure qu'il a emprunté la 


route via Colonée Archelais pour arriver à Césarée. Consulter le tableau donné par Е. Нир, 
Straßensystem, р. 32 (Fig. 1). 
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C'était le premier succés du nouvel empereur. Dans la capitale on respira. Dans les 
rangs de l'armée et chez l'ennemi on avait été particuliérement frappé de la bravoure per- 
sonnelle de l'empereur qui, à la téte de la cavalerie et en avant du gros de l'armée, avait 
franchi, en l'espace de huit jours, un passage difficile à travers les montagnes par une route 
dangereuse et impraticable.'* 


ж ж ж 


Interrompons un instant le récit 4’ Attaleiatés pour observer les réactions de Psellos aux 
événements qui se déroulaient en Anatolie. Dans la Chronographie il assure le lecteur que, 
ses conseils ayant été rejetés, il prévoyait une débácle. Plein d'amertume, il se sentait mélan- 
colique en pensant à l'avenir de l'empire des Rhoméens.”” 

Nous avons de Psellos deux lettres, datant de l'automne 1068, et adressées à l'un de ses 
meilleurs amis, le magistros et protonotarios tou dromou Eustratios Choirosphaktés 
(GAUTIER n"25, SATHAS n? 124). Eustratios se trouvait alors en Anatolie orientale, dans l'en- 
tourage de Romain Diogénés. C'était sans doute un favori et un confident de l'empereur; il 
l'accompagnait également lors des deux campagnes ultérieures et fut tué à Mantzikert, alors 
qu'il se trouvait à ses côtés. 

La lettre GAUTIER n° 25 est équivoque dans son apparente franchise. Psellos n'y cache 
pas sa déception quant au mauvais accueil fait à ses propositions, ni son désir de faire sa ren- 
trée sur la scéne politique. Il s'avére que Psellos ne s'était nullement attendu à son écarte- 
ment du centre de pouvoir. Contrairement à ce qu'il raconte dans la Chronographie, il avait, 
selon toute vraisemblance, appartenu au groupe des dignitaires ayant insisté auprés 
d’Eudocie sur la nécessité de se remarier.” Tout sombre qu'il se montre dans sa lettre à 
Eustratios, Psellos ne critique pas directement la personne de l'empereur. Il soumet pourtant 
le train ой vont les choses à une critique qui forme un contraste curieux avec ses protesta- 
tions d'attachement à son égard. Examinons plus précisément la lettre en question.” 

Psellos se sent seul à Constantinople. Tous ses amis sont partis pour le camp de l'em- 
pereur. Resté en arriére avec ses livres et leurs auteurs morts, il se plaint de sa solitude. Il se 
sent déprimé, désemparé. Empli de tristesse, il se rappelle la compagnie joyeuse de ses amis 
et surtout celle de Choirosphaktés et de Iasités: leur badinage, leur conversation familiére et 
désinvolte, leurs confidences, et combien il appréciait leur hardiesse et franc-parler! Mais il 
y a plus. L'absence de l'empereur lui est également pénible. Il soupire aprés lui comme un 


18 Attaleiates, p. 106. 

ID Loc. cit. supra note 14. 

? Selon Attaleiatés les hauts dignitaires d'un commun accord étaient convaincus qu’ Eudocie devait 
se remarier. L’ un d'entre eux, appartenant aux τοῦ βουλευτηρίου προϊστάμενοι, avait justement pensé 
proposer Romain Diogénés à Eudocie comme époux, quand elle se décida elle-méme en sa faveur. 
Tout le monde se rallia alors à son choix (pp. 100-01). Psellos raconte qu' Eudocie, en épousant 
Romain, l'avait pris au dépourvu (VII b 6-7). Cela est fort invraisemblable puisqu' à un autre endroit 
(VII b 11) il raconte qu'il existait une certaine relation entre lui et Romain avant l'avénement de ce 
dernier. La lettre GAUTIER n? 25 semble confirmer cette vague remarque. Il ne nous semble pas exclu 
qu' Attaleiatés fasse allusion à Psellos lorsqu'il parle d'un haut dignitaire poussant Romain au mariage 
avec Eudocie. Dans ce cas il faut conclure que l'auteur de la Chronographie a menti de propos 
délibéré pour une raison ou une autre. Par la suite nous verrons que les raisons ne manquaient pas. 


? Quelques lettres de Psellos inédites ou déjà éditées, Rev. des ét. byz. 44 (1986) 111-97, ici рр. 
280 175-78. 


homme altéré aprés l'eau. Contre toutes ses attentes le contraire de ses espérances est arrivé. 
De temps à temps il éprouve un rebondissement de l'áme mais tantót il se sent tout à fait 
découragé, voire désespéré. Ce n'est pas qu'il soit tombé irrémédiablement dans ce péché, 
mais les vicissitudes politiques l'ont vraiment par trop frappé. Dans cette perspective, il se 
compare à un homme qui, habitant à l'est, pense se réchauffer au soleil levant, mais est 
trompé dans son attente parce que la lumiére est interceptée par la Tyché. Tel penserait dans 
une pareille situation: n'importe!, mais un autre en souffre. 

Psellos se montre, on le voit, trés prudent, mais Eustratios est sans doute au courant des 
désagréments existant entre l'empereur et son ami, ami qui a d'ailleurs quelques questions 
pénibles à poser. Elles concernent les efforts militaires et, de là, d'une maniére indirecte, 
l'empereur. Il demande à l'ami „auquel il ose tout dire": Pourquoi la campagne ne finit-elle 
pas si tant de succés ont déjà été recoltés? Quelle avidité insatiable de grands exploits! On 
dit que des forces armées extraordinaires ont été levées, ce qui devrait suffire pour cette 
année. L'ennemi, que l'on imaginait trés puissant, s'est enfui à l'annonce de l'approche de 
l'empereur. Les Turcs sont préts à se soumettre ou à conclure un traité. Pourquoi n'accor- 
dons-nous pas l'un ou l'autre? Pensons-nous changer la terre en ciel en un instant? Et puis: 
pourquoi Choirosphaktés n’ a-t-il pas immédiatement annoncé publiquement la fuite du sul- 
tan, au lieu d'en faire part par courrier à quelques personnes privées comme si ce n'était pas 
une nouvelle de la plus grande importance? Psellos admet qu'il ignore la situation sur place, 
mais il ne peut pas croire que l'empereur ne posséde pas le moyen d'éteindre les quelques 
foyers de résistance qui, selon son ami, subsistent encore, cà et là. 

Il est clair que Psellos doute que tout aille bien en Anatolie, ainsi que les nouvelles par- 
venant à Constantinople voudraient le faire croire. Ses questions — mi-sérieuses, mi-sarcas- 
tiques — ne cachent guére son scepticisme. Il finit pourtant sa lettre en assurant son ami qu'il 
chante les louanges de l'empereur partout et en toute occasion. 

Dans la lettre S n? 124, Psellos émet des doutes sur la nécessité de continuer la cam- 
pagne. Il se demande ironiquement si, lors du retour de l'armée, il sera encore en vie. 
„Poussant toujours en avant, vous allez au delà de Муза des Indes sans vous en apercevoir! 
(...) Il peut sembler que je sois pusillanime et mesquin tandis que vous autres ayez des vues 
grandioses et des idées profondes, mais je ne peux m'empécher de croire que la modération 
témoigne d'une plus grande sagesse que l'immodération. Mais hélas, l'immodération est 
chose plus commune que la modération, surtout dans le monde politique. “? 


ж ж ж 


La vérité n'était en effet pas riante. Aprés la rencontre avec les Turcs du Nord, Romain 
se rendit de nouveau à Lycandos, pour partir de là à la poursuite des Turcs qui se trouvaient 
au Sud. Passant des cols très difficiles ма Kukusos (l' actuel Göksun, centre de 1 Antitaurus) 
vers Germanicée, descendant ensuite vers la Syrie septentrionale et parcourant le théme de 
Telouch, l'armée arriva enfin à Hiérapolis (Bambyka, nord-est d' Дер). La, deux adver- 


2 ΦΑΤΗΑΣ, MB V, p. 372. Cette lettre a été certainement écrite pendant la première campagne. La 
tendance et l’athmosphère générale sont les mêmes que celles de la lettre GAUTIER n? 25. Psellos veut 
dire: à vous en croire l'armée a récolté beaucoup de succés, que voulez-vous encore? Voudriez-vous 
par hasard progresser jusqu'en Inde? La ville de Муза était située prés de l’actuelle Kohat en Pakistan. 
Il semble que depuis le passage d' Alexandre il y avait des Gréco-Indiens parmi la population (RE s.v.). 
Selon une tradition hellénistique la ville aurait été d'origine grecque (v. Arrien, Ἰνδικά, 1, 1). On al'im- 
pression que Psellos veut mettre en contraste Nysa (il écrit: Nyssa) et Nyssa en Cappadoce. 
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saires s'opposaient aux Byzantins puisque des Arabes s'étaient joints aux Turcs. 
L'empereur remporta d'abord une victoire: Hiérapolis capitula aprés un siége de courte 
durée. Cependant, Рети d'Alep vint à l'aide des Turcs. Romain réussit à repousser l’at- 
taque combinée des ennemis (le 20 novembre 1068), mais il ne sut pas exploiter son avan- 
tage (ce fut alors qu’Attaleiatès perdit courage et commença à se livrer à de sombres con- 
sidérations sur l'incompétence du commandement byzantin).” 

Romain se décida à la retraite. Passant devant Antioche — toujours aux mains des 
Byzantins, mais continuellement harcelée par les Arabes — et descendant le col extrémement 
étroit qui sépare la Syrie Coelé de la Cilicie (col de Belen), l'armée byzantine parvint à 
Alexandretta (Iskenderun), traversa de suite la plaine de Cilicie et puis, par le col de 
Podandos (Pozanti; Portes de Cilicie), le Taurus. Mais l'hiver était alors arrivé, la retraite 
avait été bien rapide et l'empereur n'avait pas tenu compte de la grande différence de tem- 
pérature entre le Nord et le Sud; pendant la traversée du Taurus, le froid soudain fit un grand 
nombre de victimes.” Arrivé à Gypsarion (tout prés de Podandos), l'empereur apprit que sur 
l'entrefaite, une bande turque, venant de la Syrie par la route de Mélitènè (Malatya), avait 
pénétré jusqu'à Amorion et avait pille la ville. Le commandant de Mélitènè n'avait rien fait 
pour empécher son passage. Ainsi finit la premiére campagne de Romain Diogénés. A la fin 
du mois de janvier 1069 il était de retour à Constantinople. 


жж * 


La premiére campagne de Romain Diogénés avait abouti à un échec. Le jugement porté 
par Psellos dans sa Chronographie (la deuxième partie, écrite en 1075)5, peut sembler trop 
dur et caricatural, mais au fond il n'est pas en contradiction avec la vérité, compte tenu du 
témoignage et du jugement d' Attaleiatés, qui parle de sa propre expérience. Voici le résumé 
succinct de l'entreprise par Psellos: 

Il partit donc contre les barbares avec toute son armée, sans savoir οἳ il allait 
ni ce qu'il ferait. Il erra ca et là, se proposant un chemin et en prenant un 
autre, parcourant la Syrie et la Perse. Toujours est-il qu'il réussit à conduire 
son armée dans les montagnes de l'intérieur, à la faire gravir de hautes 
collines pour l'en faire descendre ensuite, à la presser par des sentiers de 
montagnes et à perdre nombre de gens par sa manoeuvre. Il ne revint victo- 
rieux qu'en apparence, ne nous apportant butin ni de Médie, ni de Perse, 
mais exalté par le seul fait d'avoir marché contre les ennemis. “28 


23 


Attaleiatés, pp. 114-15. 
3  [bid., p. 120. 


3 Selon l'opinion générale des savants la plus grande partie de la Chronographie (de Basile П 
jusqu” à l'avènement de Constantin X Doukas) fut écrite et publiée dans Jes années 1061-63 (voir J. 
SYKÜTRÈS, Zum Geschichtswerk des Psellos, BZ 30 (1929/30) 61-67; J. Hussey, Michael Psellus, the 
Byzantine Historian, Speculum 10 (1935) 81-90. La dernière partie, amorcée à la demande de Michel 
VII et constituant plutót un éloge qu'une histoire, fut écrite vers la fin de l'année 1073/début 1074 et 
est restée inachevée; probablement qu'elle ne fut rendue publique qu’aprés la mort de Psellos (v. sur 
cette problématique M. L. Ασατι, Michele VII Parapinace e la Chronographia di Psellos, Bollettino 
della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata n.s. 45 (1991) 11-31). Toutefois, ces pages peuvent avoir été entre 
les mains de quelques intimes. Pour notre compte, Attaleiatés a été de ce nombre. V. infra note 95. 


?5  Chronographie, éd. IMPELLIZZERI VII b 13, t. 2, p. 332; éd. RENAULD, t. 2., р. 159. Nous avons 
282 modifié la traduction de RENAULD à divers endroits. 


On attribue souvent ce jugement à la malveillance et à la malice de l'auteur. Il n'est 
pourtant pas hors de propos, comme nous l'avons déjà remarqué. П ne s'agit pas de dires 
négligeables émis par un „civil“. La critique impitoyable de Psellos était dirigée en premier 
lieu contre la conception stratégique défectueuse sur laquelle la campagne avait été basée. 
Au lieu de poursuivre les barbares inutilement, il aurait fallu arréter les ennemis aux fron- 
tiéres. Telle était la stratégie traditionnelle, telle était l'opinion de Psellos. Mais quelles 
étaient, à son avis, les frontières orientales de l'empire byzantin en 1068? La réponse à cette 
question se révélera quand nous aurons fait connaissance avec ses observations sur la 
défense de la partie orientale de l'empire en général. 

Il est à présumer que Psellos avait déjà formé son opinion sur la premiére campagne 
avant le retour de l'armée. Cette opinion surprend d'autant moins qu'en général les grandes 
opérations offensives n'étaient pas pour lui plaire. Il s'exprime dans ce sens à maintes 
reprises dans ses oeuvres (entre autres, nous venons de le voir, dans ses lettres à Eustratios 
Choirosphaktés).”’ Plus spécialement, il s'était rendu compte, avec le temps, de la valeur 
douteuse de l'héritage de Basile II. L'annexion des principaux royaumes arméniens, le 
transfert et l'installation de leurs princes et d'une partie de leurs sujets en Cilicie et en 
Cappadoce lui paraissaient avoir été de grandes fautes. L'Etat byzantin avait été obligé de 
créer dans la Grande Arménie un vaste systéme de défense militaire, comprenant entre 
autres la garde de plusieurs villes fortes, situées aux points stratégiques, au prix de grosses 
sommes d'argent et de gaspillage de forces. Il fallait s'attendre à l'écroulement de tout ce 
systéme dés le moment oü les moyens nécessaires à son entretien viendraient à manquer. 


Dans ce cas, comme le dit Psellos dans la Chronographie, „tout ce qui paratssait accroisse- 


ment deviendra diminution “.” 


7 Dans la Chronographie (éd. IMPELLIZZERI VI 163, t.2, p. 112; RENAULD, t. 2, p. 51-2) Psellos se 
montre par principe opposé aux grands conquérants comme Alexandre et César. Il considère leurs 
exploits comme des actions plutót immorales, donnant sa préférence aux princes pacifiques et promo- 
teurs d'oeuvres civilisatrices. Toutefois, il ne faut pas voir en lui un pacifiste au sens moderne. Dans 
la Chronographie Psellos se montre également partisan d'une défense solide de l'Etat. П y date le 
déclin général de l'empire du règne de Z6è et de Constantin Monomaque, les accusant de dissipation 
du trésor public réservé pour l'armée (VI, 7-8; VII, 59) et, plus loin, il critique Isaac Comnéne, ainsi 
que Constantin Doukas, pour leurs mesures d'économie au préjudice du systéme militaire (VII, 60; 
VII a, 17-18). Dans une lettre à Isaac Comnéne, parti en campagne contre les Petchénégues, (KD n° 
156, p. 178-83), Psellos fait preuve d'une opinion nuancée sur les avantages et les inconvénients de la 
guerre en cas de réel conflit. Il conseille à l'empereur de n'attaquer les barbares que si cela est absol- 
ument nécessaire. Mieux vaut négocier le plus longtemps possible. Combien de barbares doit tuer 
l'empereur pour justifier la mort du plus humble soldat rhoméen? La paix est le bien supréme. 
Cependant, une paix qui serait moins avantageuse que la guerre est inacceptable. Si les barbares ne se 
résignent pas par traité à une soumission totale, il est préférable de les exterminer. Sous aucune con- 
dition il faut acheter la paix avec argent comptant. Les considérations générales mises en avant par 
Psellos se rapportent à une question de détail, raison pour laquelle il écrivit d'ailleurs cette lettre: il dit 
avoir été informé de la perfidie d'un chef Petchénégue, du nom de Seite, qui feint de vouloir passer 
dans le camp de l'empereur. Que celui-ci se tienne sur ses gardes! (Que Psellos était bien au courant 
ressort de la chronique de Skylitzès, éd. THURN, p. 460-61.) П faut conclure que Psellos, malgré son 
aversion de la guerre en général, n'était pas enclin à la mansuétude envers les ennemis de Byzance. 
Les auteurs qui le taxent de mollesse et d'indifférence sur ce point, font vraiment erreur (cf. encore la 
description de la guerre contre les Petchénégues dans la Chronographie). 

?*. Chronographie, VII 50, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, p. 242, éd. RENAULD, t. 2, p. 114. Cette critique se 
dirige en premier lieu contre Constantin Monomaque, annexant Ani (1045), puis réduisant, peu de 
temps aprés, les dépenses pour l'armée. 
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Ces considérations de Psellos datent de la période 1060-63. Quand les invasions 
turques sous la direction de Toghrul aux environs de l'an 1050 furent suivies par l occupa- 
tion de plusieurs places-fortes (Pergri, Arzés, Altziké, plus tard Chliat),” un exode 
d'Arméniens vers l’ouest commença.” Un déséquilibre entre les positions des Byzantins et 
des „Perses“ s’annongait. Dans la Chronographie Psellos fait mention de la réaction d'Isaac 
Comnéne face à la poussée arménienne. L'empereur aurait tempété contre les chefs 
arméniens, les taxant de lâcheté. Ils auraient dû rester chez eux, pour servir d° ἐπιτείχισμα 
contre l'ennemi. Psellos ajoute: „Si l'on voulait tirer profit de cette leçon pour l'avenir, 
l'auteur en serait content"?! Vu la date de ces passages de la Chronographie оп ne peut dire 
que les avertissements de Psellos étaient les prophéties d'un pessimiste incorrigible ou, 
inversement, la sagesse d'un homme devenu perspicace aprés coup; il était simplement un 
bon observateur des événements de son temps. 

L’immigration arménienne en terre byzantine se poursuivit dans les années '60, mais 
le nouvel empereur, Constantin X Doukas, n'écouta pas les conseils de Psellos. En 1064, 
Alp Arslan conquit Ani; Gagik, souverain de Kars, s'enfuit en 1065 à l'ouest. L'empereur 
lui assigna, en échange de Kars, des terres prés de Larissa. Kars, devenue ainsi possession 
formelle des Byzantins, se rendit peu de temps après à Alp Arslan.? Le sultan devenu maître 
de presque tous les centres d'importance stratégique en Arménie (Mantzikert tenait toujours 
fermement), était à méme de disposer de I’ Arménie entiére. A tout moment il pouvait faire 
des incursions en territoire byzantin, puisque le plateau aride anatolien était indéfendable. 

Bien que la reconquéte de la Grande Arménie par les Byzantins füt désormais impos- 
sible, la reconquéte des villes fortes dans la région du Lac de Van, prises par les Turcs, sem- 
blait toujours réalisable. Elle doit avoir semblé désirable même aux yeux des hommes plutôt 
modérés. Dés le début du 10e siécle, les empereurs byzantins considéraient en effet la con- 
quéte de ces villes comme un impératif stratégique, ainsi que nous apprend le De 
Administrando Imperio de Constantin VII le Porphyrogénéte.? En réalité les empereurs 
durent se contenter souvent d'exercer la suzeraineté sur les potentats arméniens ou arabes 
qui les possédaient réellement. Enfin Basile II réussit à incorporer ces villes dans l'empire, 


mais les invasions turques mirent fin à cette situation.“ 


® Voir C. CAHEN, La première pénétration turque en Asie Mineure, Byzantion 18 (1938) 5-67. 


3% Sur les phases de l'émigration arménienne voir G. DEDEYAN, L'immigration arménienne en 
Cappadoce au ХЕ siécle, Byzantion 45 (1975) 41-117. Selon cet auteur l'exode arménien se limitait 
jusqu'à 1045 aux princes avec leur suite, l'exode général des populations n'ayant commencé qu’aprés 
cette année (v.p. 62). 


1 УИ 50-51, loc. cit. supra note 28. 


2 G. DEDEYAN, art. cit. pp. 53-54; M. CANARD, La campagne arménienne du sultan salguqide Alp 
Arslan et la prise d'Ani en 1064, Rev. des ét. arméniennes 2 (1965) 239-59. 


з Ed. С. Moravesik - В. J. H. Jenkins, Washington D.C. 1967, ch. 44, pp. 198-204; vol. 2 
Commentary, Londres 1962, pp. 3-4 et 167-170. Constantin se prononce nettement sur ce point: Ὅτι 
τὰ τρία ταῦτα κάστρα, τό τε Χλιὰτ καὶ τὸ ᾿Αρζὲς καὶ τὸ Περκρί, εἰ κρατεῖ ὁ βασιλεύς, 
Περσικὸν φοσσᾶτον κατὰ Ῥωμανίας ἐξελθεῖν οὐ δύναται, ἐπειδὴ μέσον τυγχάνουσιν τῆς τε 
Ῥωμανίας καὶ ᾿Αρμενίας, καὶ εἰσὶν φραγμὸς καὶ ἀπλίκτα τῶν φοσσάτων (p. 204). 

Selon Constantin toutes les villes de la région (Apahunik) appartenaient depuis le régne de Léon VI à 
l'empire byzantin puisque leurs seigneurs payaient tribut à l'empereur. Voir R. J. H. JENKINS, 
Byzantium: the Imperial Centuries, New York 1966, pp. 245-47; E. Janssens, Le lac de Van et la 
stratégie byzantine, Byzantion 42 (1972) 389-404. 


У Е. HONIGMANN, Die Ostgrenzen des byzantinischen Reiches von 363 bis 1071 nach griechischen, 


Nous verrons par la suite que Romain Diogénés s'ouvrait graduellement à l'idée que, 
méme s'il fallait renoncer à tout jamais à P Arménie entiére, un effort pour récupérer les 
villes en question était non seulement souhaitable, mais nécessaire. Au lieu de poursuivre 
inutilement les barbares, il allait arréter l'ennemi aux frontiéres. Ainsi se trouvait-il enfin 
d'accord avec Psellos. 


* ж * 


Nous croyons que les idées de Psellos sur la défense des provinces orientales ont joué 
leur róle dans son désir d'entrer dans le cercle des conseillers impériaux, malgré que 
Romain lui efit fait la moue premiérement. En d'autres mots, nous ne croyons pas que les 
efforts de rapprochement de Psellos à l'égard de l'empereur aient été seulement motivés par 
une ambition égoiste. 

Dans la lettre KD n? 5, écrite peu de temps aprés le retour de Romain Diogénés à 
Constantinople (janvier 1069), Psellos cherche de nouveau la faveur de l'empereur. Celui- 
οἱ l'ignorait en effet; il est à croire que les conseils de Psellos, tendant vers la „modération“ 
sans doute, l'avaient agacé. 

Psellos commence par assurer l'empereur qu'il se sent quasi „aveugle et mort“, privé 
de lumiére et d'áme parce que privé de la ,, vue et de l'áme divines" impériales qui, elles, 
„debordent de vie“. Aprés cette ouverture il ose se plaindre de Romain. Si vraiment il avait 
attendu son avénement pour lui accorder son attention, on pourrait le considérer avec raison 
come un flatteur. En réalité il avait chanté ses louanges bien auparavant. Il lui a toujours 
marqué le respect qui lui est dû; il Га préféré à tout autre homme. Qui en est meilleur témoin 
que Romain lui-méme? Combien de fois lui, Psellos, s'était proposé d'écrire une lettre à 
l'empereur mais n'avait pas osé, de peur de l'importuner. Qu'il veuille l'écouter maintenant: 
le philosophe, désolé de constater le dédain de Romain, le supplie d'accepter ses services de 
panégyriste, juste au moment oü les grands succés invitent aux éloges. Qui serait capable 
d'en composer de meilleurs que Psellos? En venant à parler de la lutte contre les Turcs, 
Psellos emprunte sans broncher la version officielle des événements. Si quelques foyers de 
résistance, dit-il à l'empereur, subsistent, qu'il ne s'en décourage pas; impossible de tout 
accomplir en méme temps! Ensuite il fait valoir la faveur dont il jouit toujours auprés de 
l'impératrice pour attirer Romain à lui. L'impératrice est admirée de tous, à cause de l'ex- 
cellence de son choix. Psellos est tout heureux quand il lui rend visite, bien que sa lumiére 
soit seulement celle de la lune et non celle du soleil. II désire tellement jouir des deux 
lumiéres à la fois, se baigner dans la lueur solaire-lunaire...” 


La deuxiéme campagne 


Romain comprenait parfaitement qu'en réalité il avait essuyé un échec et qu'il lui fal- 
lait de nouveau s'efforcer de parer aux dangers qui menagaient l'empire pour sauver sa répu- 
tation et son trône. D'une manière ou d'une autre Psellos regagna la bienveillance de l'em- 
pereur, de sorte qu'il lui fut permis de joindre l'armée. On verra par la suite que sa position 
n'était pas celle d'un otage. 

Au début du mois d'avril 1069, Romain quitta pour la deuxiéme fois le Bosphore, 


arabischen, syrischen und armenischen Quellen, Bruxelles 1935, pp. 150-57. 
35 KD n°5, pp. 6-7. 
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marchant via Malagina, Dorylée et, probablement, Colonée Archelais, vers Césarée, de nou- 
veau recrutant, chemin faisant, des contingents supplémentaires parmi la population 
locale. Césarée, capitale du theme Charsianon, située au bord extreme de la Cappadoce ori- 
entale (où le paysage est très différent de la Cappadoce propre) était un carrefour d’artéres 
de commerce et depuis longtemps une base militaire importante. Le but de Romain était 
clair: de Césarée le chemin conduisait à Méliténé, point de jonction le plus important entre 
F Anatolie et la Mésopotamie. Aux environs de Larissa (qui se situait probablement près de 
l Erpe actuel) Romain fut averti de la présence des Turcs dans la région. Selon les rapports, 
ils parcouraient et pillaient toute la province. Il envoya en avant une partie de son armée, 
mais ces troupes retournérent bientót, en fuite. Ἡ marcha alors sur les Turcs avec le gros de 
l'armée, mais alors qu'il établissait un camp — en pleine campagne -, les Turcs l’attaquèrent 
en se précipitant des collines environnantes. Dans cette situation périlleuse, les Byzantins, 
se défendant avec véhémence, l’emportèrent sur l'ennemi. Attaleiatés remarque acidement 
que les soldats du théme de Lycaonie et l'un des corps de l'armée occidentale en particuli- 
er se montraient „plus braves que d'habitude “2! Mais l'empereur n'exploita pas son succès. 
"Tandis qu'il faisait exécuter tous les prisonniers et fétait la victoire quelques jours, les Turcs 
s'enfuirent et continuérent à piller. Quand Romain se décida enfin à lever le camp et à les 
poursuivre, les Turcs avaient déjà traversé I’ Euphrate. 

L'armée byzantine fit alors halte prés de Méliténé. L'empereur délibéra avec ses com- 
mandants et ses confidents intimes. L'avis général tendait à décider d'interrompre la cam- 
pagne puisqu'il était évident que l'ennemi se dérobait à une rencontre. Une partie de l'ar- 
mée resterait sur place pour arréter les Turcs en cas de nouvelle apparition. Le reste de l'ar- 
mée et l'empereur retourneraient à Constantinople. 

L'empereur s'informa ensuite de l'opinion des membres du tribunal militaire. 
Attaleiatés assure le lecteur d'avoir été le seul à encourager l'empereur. De l'avis d'Atta- 
leiatés, l'armée ne s'était pas trop mal conduite dans les combats avec l'ennemi. Ce serait 
commettre une folie que d'abandonner la partie en plein été. Il plaidait pour une progression 
vers l'Arménie. Si l'on s'emparait des citadelles qui dominaient les routes d'accés en 
Anatolie, surtout Chliat, on aurait extirpé la racine du mal. Des citadelles, une fois occupées, 
les Byzantins pourraient observer de loin l'approche des petites bandes turques et les 
repousser à temps, tandis qu’ à présent les citadelles servaient précisément aux Turcs 
comme bases de sortie.” 

L'empereur sembla se rendre au projet d’Attaleiates. L'armée fut stimulée par des 
promesses de butin; ainsi les Byzantins, reprenant courage, traverserent à leur tour 
l'Euphrate. La route de Mélitènè à Chliat s'avérait pourtant étroite, sinueuse, à peine pra- 
ticable. Bientót l'empereur se décida à rebrousser chemin. Arrivé à Romanoupolis (Bingol) 
il scinda l'armée. Une partie sous le commandement de Philaretos Brachamios devait rester 
sur place afin d'arréter les Turcs, le cas échéant. L'autre partie prendrait le chemin de retour 


>  Attaleiatés, рр. 125-28. Il est à présumer que Romain a suivi la route traditionnelle, juste comme 
pendant la première campagne (v. supra notes 16 et 17, infra notes 46 et 62). 


7 Attaleiatés, р. 126. D'autres soldats byzantins pourtant, qui devaient garder le camp, rejetérent la 
táche de la défense sur les mercenaires francs (p. 127). 


55  Attaleiatés, pp. 127-28. 
?  Attaleiatés, pp. 128-31; Skylitzes Continue, éd. TSOLAKÈS, p. 136. 





sous la conduite de l'empereur, en passant par la région inhospitaliére du Muzuros Oros 
(Munzur Daglari) à Kélésiné (Erzincan). 

Malheureusement Philaretos Brachamios fut pourtant bien attaqué par les Turcs. Aprés 
une défaite sanglante, le reste de son armée, prise de panique, s'enfuit, essayant de rejoin- 
dre l'empereur. Les Turcs avaient maintenant la voie libre en direction de Mélitènè; par- 
courant la Cappadoce, ils pénétrérent jusqu'à Iconion (Konya; théme des Anatoliques) et 
pillérent la ville. Ignorant cette nouvelle incursion, l'empereur resta inactif dans son camp 
près de Kélésiné, attendant le reste des troupes fugitives de Brachamios.”” 

De nouvelles délibérations s'ensuivirent. Selon Attaleiatés, l'empereur était le seul à 
vouloir continuer la guerre. П proposa finalement de retourner à Méliténé via Keramos 
(probablement Zimara) afin de se lancer à une nouvelle poursuite des Turcs. Attaleiatés l'en 
dissuada pourtant, remarquant qu'il arriverait trop tard pour les rattraper parce que ce 
chemin, qui bordait des gorges et des ravins, était extrémement tortueux et difficile (le long 
de l'Euphrate prés d' Akina). D'ailleurs, la contrée autour de Méliténe était déjà entiérement 
dévastée et déserte à cause des ravages turcs: l'empereur ferait mieux d'organiser la défense 
des thèmes qui étaient toujours intacts.*! 

Romain se rendit à l'avis d'Attaleiatés. П s'achemina via Colonée vers Sébastée. 
Apprenant là que les Turcs s'étaient rués de Mélitènè sur la Pisidie et la Lycaonie, il se lança 
ἃ leur rencontre. Parvenu, aprés une longue marche, à Héraclée (Tont Kalesi prés d'Eregli, 
environ à 50 km à l'ouest de Podandos), il fut mis au courant du sort d'Iconion. Mais, aver- 
ties de son approche, les bandes turques s'étaient déjà enfuies par les Portes de Cilicie. 
L'empereur, dans l'intention de couper leur retraite, se rendit à Claudioupolis (Mut; Cilicie 
occidentale), dirigea une autre partie de son armée vers Mopsuestia (prés d' Adana; Cilicie 
orientale) et ordonna à Chatatourios, doux d'Antioche, de se joindre aux troupes prés de 
Mopsuestia. Enfin il donna aux Arméniens qui habitaient le Taurus l'ordre de harceler les 
Turcs sur leur passage autant que possible. Les Turcs, comme d'habitude évitant l'armée 
impériale, s'enfuirent par le Taurus et descendirent à la hauteur de Seleucée (Cilicie cen- 
trale), vers la plaine. Sur ce trajet ils furent attaqués par les Arméniens, qui surent s'empar- 
er de leur énorme butin. S'échappant pourtant via Mopsuestia et traversant le mont 
Sarbandikos, ils se réfugièrent enfin dans les montagnes autour d' Alep. Chatatourios et les 
troupes impériales stationnées à Mopsuestia les virent passer en petites bandes, mais ne 
firent rien pour les arrêter, à la grande colère de l'empereur lorsqu'il en fut plus tard infor- 
mé. 

Entre temps l'automne était arrivé. Romain se borna alors à envoyer des corps de l'ar- 
mée à divers endroits en Anatolie avec la mission de chasser les Turcs partout oü ils se trou- 
veraient. Lui-méme revint à Constantinople. 


* ж ж 


Psellos écrit dans sa Chronographie qu'il a pris part à la deuxiéme campagne de 
Romain Diogénés. Cela ne signifie pourtant pas qu'il en a été ainsi du commencement 
jusqu'à la fin. La lettre SATHAS n" 176, adressée à trois de ses amis qui accompagnaient 
également l'empereur (le protoasekretis, le libellisios et l’ epi ton kriseon), a été écrite à 





40 


Attaleiatés, pp. 131-35. 
^! (id. pp. 136; pour ce qui suit pp. 136-38. 
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Césarée et nous apprend qu'à un certain moment Psellos avait décidé de ne pas aller plus 
loin. Il ne supportait plus les fatigues. Ses amis doivent comprendre qu'il n'est pas soldat, 
mais philosophe! П leur souhaite tout le succès du monde pendant les opérations militaires 
qui les attendent. Qu'ils ne se fatiguent pas inutilement en marchant vers un but plus 
éloigné, puis retournant, non pas par le chemin direct, mais par un circuit au point méme où 
Psellos se trouve à présent [Césarée].? 

Psellos fait clairement allusion aux poursuites insensées de l'année passée et avertit 
indirectement ses amis de ne pas retomber dans la méme erreur. La lettre en question, nous 
l'avons déjà dit, a été écrite à Césarée. Si nous n'avions pour référence que ce seul docu- 
ment, nous pourrions penser que c'etait en ce lieu que Psellos avait décidé de retourner à 
Constantinople. Cependant, une autre lettre, inconnue jusqu'à une époque récente mais pub- 
liée en 1981 par Kenneth SNIPES, révèle autre chose: Psellos est allé plus loin que Césarée 
avant de rebrousser chemin. La lettre est adressée à un ami trés intime, Constantin neveu du 
patriarche Cérulaire.? Psellos y dévoile ses émotions vivement et sans réserve. S'excusant 
de la pauvre qualité littéraire de sa lettre, Psellos décrit la situation terrible — et funeste à 
toute inspiration artistique ~ dans laquelle il l'a composée. Citons les passages qui regardent 
notre sujet: 

„L'une après l'autre les vagues me submergent, et tout mon corps est 
déjà couvert de blessures, méme si je n'ai pas encore été frappé par des 
armes. Jusqu'à présent il me semblait étre dans une situation misérable et 
intolérable, errant са et là sans fin, sans demeure fixe, chassé sans répit, 
empruntant non pas une route confortable, mais tantót longeant un ravin pro- 
fond, tantót passant des montagnes enveloppées de nuages et des fleuves tor- 
rentueux souillés de sang; tel était mon sort et, à vrai dire, pire encore. Mais 
maintenant tout cela me semble une bagatelle, voire simplement une partie de 
plaisir; je me consumais de chagrin, tandis que, sans le savoir, je me trouvais 
au Paradis. Comment en effet décrire notre situation actuelle, mon cher 
frére? Nous sommes comme des condamnés allant au supplice. Les ennemis 
contre lesquels nous marchons, nous encerclent. Tandis que les autres 
láchent pied en face du danger, l'empereur est le seul à le braver. Cela ne lui 
fait rien d'affronter seul des milliers ou des dizaines de milliers d'hommes, 
parce que dix mille morts lui semblent valoir la peine d'une action valeureuse 
pour l'Etat. Mon coeur se calme quand un tel rempart m'abrite dans mes 
allées et mes venues. Mais voilà une nouvelle alarme et la panique me prend 
brusquement... Par ton áme sainte, je serais mort sur place, si l'excellent 
lasités, homme admirable et cher à moi sous tous les rapports, n'avait écarté 
de nous les tracas qui allaient nous perdre en un instant et n'avait paré à la 
tournure fatale des événements, en assurant notre montée d'une distance. Ah, 
comme il sait créer des passages à travers des endroits inabordables, 
résolvant chaque difficulté en un clin d'oeil et gardant sa bonne humeur.“ (...) 


? S$.m176, MB V, pp. 451-55, ici p. 455. 

3 K. Snipes, ed., A Letter of Michael Psellos to Constantine the Nephew of Michael Cerularius, 

Greek, Rom. and Byz. Studies 22 (1981) 89-107. Texte grec pp. 99-100. 

^ Convenons que le passage est obscur, mais К. SNIPES l'a traduit assurément de travers, ce qui l'a 
288 porté à un commentaire arbitraire. Il traduit; „... and upon my word, if noble Iasites, my most beloved 


Quand vous reverrai-je vous et votre famille, votre femme et vos enfants 
— mon éléve le vestarque, le vestés et le patrikios (qui doit étre sorti des langes 
maintenant!) — (...) Ah, quand serons-nous réunis et parlerai-je de toutes ces 
choses! Car actuellement je vais toujours de l'avant, je suis arrivé maintenant 
bien au-delà de Césarée, mais j'ai l'intention d'y revenir et de m'en retourn- 
er ensuite vers Constantinople, et alors je léverai les mains au ciel de méme 

qu'un coureur dans le stade. "D 
Il est impossible de déterminer avec exactitude le moment et le lieu ой Psellos décida 
définitivement de se tirer d'affaire. I] n'est pas trop difficile pourtant d'apporter des préci- 
sions sur la route et sur la situation qu'il décrit. La route dont il se plaint au début de sa let- 
tre doit étre celle de Colonée Archelais via Avanos à Césarée, et puis celle de Césarée à 
Larissa. Les „fleuves souillés de sang“ sont l'Halys et ses affluents, dont les eaux ont, en 
Cappadoce, en effet une couleur rouge, particulièrement prés а’ Avanos, située sur l'Halys 
à environ 60 km à l'ouest de Césarée. 5 Ce que Psellos écrit ensuite sur la situation militaire 
se rapporte à la poursuite des Turcs, commencée à Larissa. Au moment de la rédaction de 


and admired friend, did not establish order for the present in the confused state of affairs and stem the 
flood of disaster and prepare my return from afar, expert as he is in handling precarious situations, and 
cheerfully building up our slender resources, I would have been dead long ago.“ (art. cit., р. 101) Et 
voici son commentaire: ,,The letter to Constantine confirms the impression given by other Byzantine 
sources of the chaotic state of affairs in the Byzantine Empire in the years immediately before the 
Battle of Mantzikert. Psellos speaks in the letter of ,,the confused state of affairs“ in the capital, and 
credits his friend Iasites with establishing order during his absence on campaign with Romanos." (art. 
cit., p. 106) 

Afin d'offrir au lecteur la possibilité de se former sa propre opinion, nous donnons le texte original du 
passage: 

(...) kai v τὴν ἱεράν σου ψυχήν, εἰ μὴ ὁ καλὸς Ἰασίτης, ὁ πάντα ἐμοὶ ἐράσμιος καὶ θαυμάσιος, 
καθίστα τέως τὰ κυμαίνοντα πράγματα καὶ τὴν φορὰν τῶν δεινῶν ἐπεῖχε καὶ τὴν ἐπάνοδον 
ἡμῖν ἡτοιμάζετο πόρρωθεν, ὁποῖος δὴ οὗτος τοῖς ἀπόροις πόρους προσμηχανώμενος καὶ ἱλαρᾷ 
γλώττῃ βραχύ τι πρᾶγμα ἀναχωννύς, αὐτίκα ἂν ἐτεθνήκειν. 

Les mots αὐτίκα ἂν ἐτεθνήκειν signifient certainement „je serais mort sur place“ et ne peuvent donc 
se rapporter qu' à un événement ayant eu lieu à l'endroit oü se trouve Psellos. Le mot ἐπάνοδος doit 
être traduit, à notre avis, par „montée“. Il est vrai que ἐπάνοδος signifie aussi bien „retour“ (voir e.g. 
S n? 124) que „montée“, mais ici il n'y a pas de choix, puisque seul le mot „montée“ se laisse concili- 
er avec la fin de la lettre (νῦν yap ἀπάγομαι, νῦν ἀπελαύνομαι) (v. infra note 45). Si l'on accepte 
ces observations, la traduction du reste du passage s'ensuit naturellement. Et voici notre interprétation: 
Psellos et ses compagnons de route ont failli étre écrasés par un éboulement dans la montagne ou par 
un accident semblable. Iasitès (le militaire qui figure déjà dans la lettre GAUTIER n° 25, v. notre texte) 
s'est арегси de loin du danger imminent et a pris des mesures pour l'éviter avec une grande présence 
d'esprit. 

5 Dans notre traduction nous avons essayé de rendre plus claire l'intention de Psellos. Il écrit 

νῦν γὰρ ἀπάγομαι, νῦν ἀπελαύνομαι ἔτι καὶ πόρρω Καισαρείας @ф ἧς ἀνακάμψω καὶ πρὸς 
ὑμᾶς βαδιοῦμαι, καὶ τὼ χεῖρέ ποτε ὡς σταδιοδρόµος ἀρῶ. . 

Psellos n'est pas en route de Constantinople à Césarée, comme le pensait SNIPES, mais de Larissa à 
Méliténé (sur la difficulté du trajet v. Нир, Strafiensystem p. 84 sqq); il annonce son retour à 
Constantinople via Césarée. Une lettre ultérieure, adressée par Psellos a Romain (S n? 3), prouve 
d'ailleurs qu'il a été témoin de la rencontre avec les Turcs près de Larissa (v. notre texte). 


*5 Voir Diana DARKE, Discovery Guide to Eastern Turkey, Londres 1990: „After one descent you 
cross the fine Kizilirmak River (Red River) whose source is in the mountains north of Divrigi. From 
here it flows south through Avanos in Cappadocia where its waters are very red before bending back 
north to run into the Black Sea. To the Greeks it was the ancient Halys..." (p. 78) „Avanos is a pretty 289 
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la lettre il se trouve sur le chemin extrémement difficile de Larissa à Méliténé. Jetant son 
regard en arrière après le trajet parcouru, il dit avoir été au Paradis sans s'en être aperçu. Il 
s'amuse à faire de l'humour noir. En réalité il a passé d'une situation pénible à une situation 
pire encore; en comparaison la première lui paraît maintenant paradisiaque. Nous croyons 
que la plaisanterie lui a été suggérée par le nom Paradeisos, nom alternatif du fleuve 
Onopniktes (Zamanti Su), que l'armée avait eu à traverser.“ 

Psellos a évidemment été témoin de l'attaque turque du camp impérial établi à mi- 
chemin entre Larissa et Méliténé. Les parallèles entre la relation 4’ Attaleiatés et la lettre de 
Psellos sont frappants et ne laissent pas de doute sur ce point. On reconnait la situation 
exceptionnelle: un camp établi en rase campagne, démuni de fossés et de palissades, et 
encerclé par l'ennemi. Il s'agit de la seule attaque directe turque menée contre les troupes 
impériales au cours des trois campagnes. De méme que Psellos, Attaleiatés loue le courage 
de l'empereur. Au moment méme où les Turcs se précipitèrent des collines, il fit sonner les 
trompettes, lever les étendards et mit les troupes en disposition de bataille. A leur téte il se 
jeta sur l'ennemi. Ce que Psellos dit de la timidité des soldats fait également écho au 
témoignage d' Attaleiatés (v.ci-dessus). 

Kenneth Snipes, étonné du grand contraste entre le portrait de Romain dans la 
Chronographie et Р „almost encomiastical description of the Emperor's courage in battle“ 
dans la lettre éditée par lui, s'explique la différence comme suit: „Psellos was no admirer of 
Romanos but any uncomplimentary or critical letter while on campaign in Asia Minor with 
Romanos could obviously have come very easily into the wrong hands“.“® Cela est vrai sans 
doute; mais dans la lettre adressée à Eustratios Choirosphaktès l'année précédente, Psellos, 
nous l'avons vu, ne s'était pas retenu d'exprimer sa critique et son doute. Pour notre part, 
nous supposons que Psellos, entraîné par une forte émotion, née de l'expérience vécue, et 


little town on the banks of the Red River, the Kizilirmak (...) The distinctive deep red soil which 
colours the water is much in evidence all around...“ (p. 140) La description de la situation d’ Avanos 
nous est également fournie par Grégoire de Nyssa, qui remarque que l'Halys est dans la région de 
couleur rouge trés foncé: 

ἃ μὲν γὰρ ἡ φύσις τῷ τόπῳ [sc Avanos] χαρίζεται τῇ ἀκατασκεύῳ χάριτι τὴν γῆν ὡραΐζουσα, 
τοιαῦτά ἐστι κάτωθεν μὲν ποταμὸς “Αλυς ταῖς ὄχθαις καλλωπίζων τὸν τόπον, οἷόν τις ταινία 
χρυσῆ διὰ βαθείας ἁλουργίδος ὑποστίλβει, διὰ τῆς ἰλύος ἐρυθραίνων τὸ ῥεῖθρον: ἐκ δὲ τοῦ 
ἄνωθεν μέρους ὄρος ἀμφιλαφές τε καὶ λάσιον μακρᾷ τῇ ῥαχίᾳ παρατείνεται δρυσὶν 
ἁπανταχόθεν κατάκομον ... (Epistulae, éd. G. PASQUALE, Leyde 1959, p. 69, n" XX) 

Grégoire se rendait évídemment compte de l'origine de la couleur rouge sang du fleuve. 


On se demande si Psellos a vraiment cru voir des eaux ensanglantées ou s'il s'est laissé inspirer par le 
spectacle et a créé une hyperbole littéraire qui rendait sa misère et sa peur de façon plus impression- 
nante. Ce qui nous importe pourtant le plus c'est que la description de Psellos vient préter son appui 
à notre supposition selon laquelle Romain Diogénés a suivi l'ancienne route militaire vía Colonée 
Archelais pendant ses deux premiéres campagnes en Anatolie. Pour le trajet allant de Colonée 
Archelais (Aksaray) via Avanos à Césarée (Kayseri) voir Е. HILD, Straßensystem (v. supra note 16), 
Karte 4, p. 67. 


" Basile I, marchant de Césarée à Kukusos (vers 878), traversa l'Onopniktes (Zamanti Su) et le 
Saros (Seyhan) (Voir Vie de Basile, de Constantin VII le Porphyrogenéte, éd. Bonn p. 280; Skylitzés, 
éd. THuRN, p. 141). Dans les Tactiques de Léon VI, ой cette campagne de Basile (dirigée contre 
Germanicée) est citée en exemple, l'auteur donne le nom de Paradeisos à l'un de ces fleuves (PG 107, 
col. 772). 


1 SNIPES, art. cit., p. 105. 


placé dans une situation extraordinaire, ne pouvait s'empécher d'admirer l'empereur, d’au- 
tant plus qu'il venait de ressentir lui-méme une belle peur. 

A notre avis, Psellos a encore assisté aux délibérations dans le camp prés de Méliténé 
avant d'obtenir ensuite la permission de rentrer à Constantinople. Il fut sans doute informé, 
à cette occasion, du projet de s'emparer de Chliat et d'autres citadelles en Arménie. Il est 
peu probable que cette idée soit celle du seul Attaleiatés; il s'agissait en effet d'une stratégie 
connue, datant, ainsi que nous l'avons montré, du régne de Léon VI. Toujours est-il qu'elle 
hanta dés ce moment Psellos aussi bien que l'empereur. On ne disposait pas des moyens 
nécessaires à l'exécution immédiate du projet, mais nous verrons que Psellos et l'empereur 
le discutérent sérieusement aprés leur retour à Constantinople. 


ж ж ж 


Lorsque Psellos arriva à Constantinople, l'on y ignorait naturellement l'issue fatale de 
la deuxiéme campagne. Peu de temps aprés son retour, Psellos adressa une autre lettre à 
l'empereur (SATHAS n° 3). Le ton larmoyant de sa première lettre (KD n°5, v. supra) s'est 
transformé en ton triomphant de courtisan dans l’élan de la faveur, sûr de son succès. Les 
événements récents l'occupent encore tout entier: „Si je ne vous vois pas par les yeux qui 
observent la réalité physique, je vous vois devant moi avec les yeux de l'esprit, à la téte des 
phalanges rhoméennes, les conduisant vers les ennemis. Je vois comment vous vous 
approchez de ceux-ci, courageusement, les effrayant de clameurs de guerre tonnantes et les 
écrasant. Ils tombent, impuissants devant votre attaque. Et rien de miraculeux à ce que je 
vous vois de cette façon, puisque, vous ayant observé réellement des jours entiers, j'ai 
connu parfaitement la vigueur de vos bras, le courage de votre áme, votre attitude noble et 
indomptable dans des situations catastrophiques, etc, εἴς.“ 

Psellos informe ensuite l'empereur qu'il a annoncé sa victoire. La ville entiére est pro- 
fondément impressionnée et se demande pourquoi une proclamation officielle tarde à arriv- 
er. Mais quelle importance! Psellos à lui seul sonne plus haut qu'une trompette. 
L'impératrice qui n'avait cessé de pleurer l'absence de l'empereur, pleure maintenant de 
joie. Psellos lui a rendu visite, lui rapportant dans le détail les faits d'armes de son époux (à 
cet endroit il remarque que pour Romain le rétablissement de l'état rhoméen vaut des mil- 
liers de morts, répétant presque textuellement sa lettre à Constantin) "TD a mis au courant le 
patriarche, rendu compte des affaires militaires aux séances du synode et du sénat. Il a fourni 
des renseignements confidentiels à ces corps; enfin il a parlé aux membres individuellement. 

Arrivé à ce point, Psellos prépare une surprise agréable à l'empereur. Il vire de bord 
politiquement. Pour couronner sa mission de messager il a glissé les bonnes nouvelles dans 
les oreilles „de mon jeune empereur, le beau Diogenes.“ En d'autres mots, il donne à enten- 
dre astucieusement qu'il considère l'enfant qui vient de naître de Romain et d’Eudocie, 
comme l'ayant droit au tróne, à l'exclusion, semble-t-il, des enfants d'Eudocie et de Con- 
stantin X Doukas. C'est une déviation significative par rapport à la premiére oraison de jan- 
vier 1068. Comme si de rien n'était, Psellos continue sur un ton léger: le petit coquin avait 
bredouillé quelque chose d'incompréhensible et avait poussé des cris de plaisir. 


9 Sm3,MB V, р. 224-27, ici р. 224. Ce passage prouve en définitive que Psellos était présent pen- 
dant l'attaque turque du camp byzantin pres de Larissa. 


9 Ibid., p.225. 
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Revenant aux choses sérieuses, Psellos se dit reconnaissant à l' extréme de ce que l'em- 
pereur l'a longuement loué et le préfére maintenant à tous ses confidents. Lui, de son cóté, 
le place au-dessus de tous les autres empereurs. Il s'occupe à présent d'un beau petit livre 
sur Romain... Puis il ose enfin aborder ses affaires privées. L'empereur, pendant la cam- 
pagne, lui a apparemment accordé une faveur trés spéciale. Psellos l'en remercie avec 
exubérance (de maniére peut-étre à ce qu'il n'oublie pas sa promesse): „[Achevant ma let- 
tre,] je me prosterne à maintes reprises devant Votre Majesté, Lui remettant en mémoire la 
requéte que je Lui ai présentée et qu' Elle a non seulement approuvée avec bienveillance et 
recueillie avec générosité, mais à propos de laquelle Elle sollicite encore, pour l'amour de 
ma personne, le consentement de l'impératrice.?! Quelle bonté surabondante! Oh vous, 
notre porte-flambeau, vous, soleil qui ne se couche jamais au-dessus de cette lune 
resplendissante! Et pour l'amour de qui le faites-vous? Pour l'amour du chien mort que je 
suis!“ 

La lettre finit par un voeu: „Avant tout, revenez à moi au plus vite, réservant l’acheve- 
ment de vos victoires à une occasion future!“ 

Il est évident que Psellos était désormais devenu un intime de l'empereur. Quant à la 
promesse impériale, elle se rapporte à la question suivante. Romain s'était engagé, selon la 
lettre, à intervenir auprés d’Eudocie afin qu'elle procure à Psellos une donation. Nous en 
ignorons les détails. L'empereur tint sa promesse, peut-étre dés avant son retour à 
Constantinople. L'impératrice consentit; à contrecoeur pourtant. Aprés la confirmation de la 
donation par écrit, un différend se produisit entre Eudocie et Psellos, qui aboutit à une 
querelle assez grave. 

Selon Eudocie, Psellos abusa de l'acte, en l'interprétant, semble-t-il, dans un sens plus 
large qu'elle ne l'avait entendu. Elle annula alors la donation, en reprochant à Psellos son 
ingratitude et le „chassant de sa présence“. Psellos lui fit parvenir à cette occasion une let- 
tre remarquable par le ton mi-suppliant, mi-insolent.” Il rappelle à Eudocie les marques de 
respect dont l'avaient toujours honoré toutes les impératrices et tous les empereurs du passé. 
De son nouvel époux il peut dire la méme chose: , Et que dire de celui qui à l'heure actuelle 
a recu l'empire de la gráce de Dieu? Cet empereur qui vaut à lui seul tous les autres, qui 
ne connait pas son égal, quel bon témoignage ne donne-t-il pas de moi? De quels honneurs 
ne me croit-il pas digne? Quels messages n'adresse-t-il pas à Votre Majesté pour l'amour 
de ma personne? Quelles priéres ne vous fait-il pas? Quand il [Romain] s'adresse à une 
personne [Eudocie], il sait trés bien en considération de quel homme [Psellos] il agit 
ainsi! “53 
5! Jbid., p. 226: προσεκύνησα δὲ πολλάκις ёф'оїс οὐκ αὐτὸς μόνος ἀγαπᾷς τε καὶ ἐλεεῖς, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ τὴν δέσποιναν ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ ἀξιοῖς, ὢ τῆς ὑπερβαλλούσης σου ἀγαθότητος. 

Les lignes sont obscures, mais notre paraphrase s'explique par la lettre de Psellos ἃ Eudocie, GAUTIER 
1? 35 (v. notre texte et infra, note 52 et 53). 

9? GAUTIER n° 35, publiée dans art. cit. supra note 21, p. 191-94. 

5 Ibid., p. 194: Ὁ δὲ νῦν τὸ κράτος παρὰ Θεοῦ εἰληφώς, ó πᾶσι βασιλεῦσιν ἀνθάμιλλος ἢ 
ἀπαράμιλλος, ποίας ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ φωνάς οὐκ ἀφίησι; τίνος τιμῆς οὐκ ἀξιοῖ; ποίαις οὐ χρῆται πρὸς 
τὸ σὸν κράτος ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ μεσιτείαις; ποίας οὐ ποιεῖται τὰς ἀξιώσεις: Οἶδε γὰρ ὑπὲρ τίνος καὶ 
πρὸς τίνα παρακαλεῖ. 

La lettre SATHAS n? 156 (MB V, pp. 406-09), adressée au César Jean Doukas quand celui-ci se trouvait 
sur ses terres, témoigne également de la faveur dont jouissait Psellos auprés du couple impérial à 


l'époque (la brouille entre Psellos et Eudocie fut passagére). La lettre doit étre datée de la période 
292 début 1070 - printemps 1071. Cf. LrUBARSKU, op. cit. supra note 9, p. ΤΟ. 


Pour comble d'impertinence Psellos ajoute: „Si c'est pour cela [l'interprétation pré- 
tendument irréguliére de l'acte] que vous me traitez d'ingrat, coupez-vous plutót les 
doigts! " 

Le ton adopté par Psellos dans sa lettre à Eudocie est d'une audace qu' il ne pouvait à 
notre avis se permettre que gráce à la faveur dont il jouissait à ce moment auprés de l'em- 
pereur. Notons enfin que ce n'était pas Psellos qui jouait le róle d'intermédiaire entre l'em- 
pereur et l'impératrice afin d'adoucir l'attitude cruelle de Romain à l'égard de son épouse, 
ainsi que le prétend la Chronographie;™ ο) était en réalité l'empereur qui agissait en inter- 
médiaire entre l'impératrice et le courtisan insolent. Le philosophe était vraiment devenu le 
favori du militaire. ; 


ж ж ж 


La victoire sur les Turcs entre Larissa et Méliténé, tant vantée par Psellos (été 1069), 
était restée sans suite. Les troupes de Philaretos Brachamios, laissées en arrière à 
Romanoupolis (Bingol), avaient subi une défaite terrible. Les pertes étaient considérables. 
Les efforts de Romain lui-même restaient infructueux. 

Dans la Chronographie Psellos passe sous silence son bref moment d'enthousiasme. 
Son résumé de la deuxiéme campagne n'est pas essentiellement différent de son récit de la 
premiére campagne. De nouveau, il faut l'admettre, il n'est pas tout à fait injuste: 

„Sa deuxiéme campagne n'avait pas obtenu plus de succés que la premiere. 
Elle se plaça en effet au méme niveau et lui fit pendant de tout point. Si nous 
tombions, nous autres, par dizaines de milliers — tandis que deux ou trois 
ennemis étaient faits prisonniers -, nous nous disions en tout cas que nous 
n'étions pas vaincus et que le cliquetis de nos armes contre les ennemis avait 
été vraiment imposant. "7 

De retour à Constantinople, l'empereur se rendait compte enfin du mauvais succés de 
la stratégie employée jusqu'alors contre les Turcs. Ainsi que, prés de Méliténé, l'avaient 
prédit les sceptiques, parmi lesquels Psellos, il ne pouvait plus nier l'ineptie de sa méthode 
de poursuite. Une discussion sur l'adoption d'autres méthodes fut amorcée. Psellos s'en 
méla. Cette fois il pouvait en appeler à son expérience personnelle. Mais quelle alternative 
les critiques de Romain avaient-ils à offrir? La suite des événements nous le montre, 

Les Byzantins se tinrent un moment coi. Tout au long de l'année 1070 Romain resta à 
Constantinople. Il confia la défense de l’ Anatolie au proedros Manuel Comnéne, neveu de 
feu l'empereur Isaac I. Le nouveau commandant, promu curopalate, se posta à Césarée, 
récoltant dans la région quelques succés de moindre importance. Romain lui-méme conclut 
un traité avec Alp Arslan. Celui-ci, ayant l'intention de conquérir l'Egypte, n'avait pas, juste 
en cette période, besoin de conduire de grandes opérations en Anatolie.* 


* Chronographie VII b 14, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, p. 334, RENAULD t. 2, p. 159. 


5 Ibid., VIL b 17, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, p. 336, RENAULD t. 2, p. 160. Notre traduction des mots καὶ 
πολὺς ἐν ἡμῖν κατὰ τῶν βαρβάρων ὁ κρότος, est différente de celle de Silvia RONCHEY et de 
RENAULD. La traduction anglaise de E. R. A. SEWTER (p. 354) nous semble ici correcte. 


55 Les sources byzantines n'en disent rien, mais les sources arabes, ainsi que la chronique de Bar 
Hebraeus, nous apprennent la conclusion de cette convention. Pour le cours des événements dans l'an- 
née 1070 v. C.CAHEN, La campagne de Mantzikert d'aprés les sources Musulmanes, Byzantion 9 
(1934) 613-642, ici p. 625-27. Plusieurs byzantinistes croient que Romain est resté à Constantinople 
en 1070 en raison de circonstances politiques, à savoir les rapports tendus entre lui et la famille 293 


Réduisant les opérations en Anatolie à la lutte contre les bandes turcomanes qui se 
dérobaient au contróle du sultan, Romain effectuait entre-temps des préparatifs de grande 
envergure afin d'exécuter le projet ambitieux qu'il avait déjà essayé de réaliser d'une facon 
inconsidérée pendant l'été de 1069: la conquéte de Chliat et d'autres citadelles en Arménie. 
Evidemment, il s'était rendu en définitive à l'avis de ceux qui croyaient la récupération des 
villes dans la région du lac de Van nécessaire à la sécurité de l'Anatolie. Les armées de 
thème qu'il avait recréées, avaient déçu son attente. Elles ne suffiraient sans doute pas à 
l'expédition qu'il montait cette fois. Sans les abandonner entiérement, il allait également 
utiliser des troupes mercenaires sur une grande échelle. Tout cela signifiait un retour à la 
stratégie de ses prédécesseurs. 

Le traité avec Alp Arslan ne servit probablement qu'à gagner du temps. Bientót il ne 
manquait pas de matiére pour que le conflit se rallumät. 

Manuel Comnéne fut battu prés de Sébastée et fait prisonnier." De maniére tout à fait 
inattendue il parut pourtant peu de temps aprés à Constantinople, en compagnie de son vain- 
queur, un chef turc du nom d'Arisiaghi, beau-frére d'Alp Arslan. Ayant fait défection au 
sultan, Arisiaghi offrait maintenant ses services à l'empereur. En réaction Alp Arslan 
envoya à Constantinople un ambassadeur, „le redoutable Afsin“, pour exiger l'extradition 
d'Arisiaghi. Romain la lui refusa, et les hostilités avec les Turcs d'Alp Arslan reprirent. 
Afsin marcha avec ses troupes sur Chonai, poussant plus en avant vers l'ouest qu'aucun 
conquérant turc avant lui. L'église de l'archange Michel, l'un des lieux les plus saints de 
l'Anatolie, fut pillée. Alp Arslan lui-même, en route vers la Syrie, prit Mantzikert sur son 


passage. 


La troisième campagne de Romain. Mantzikert 


Au printemps de 1071 Romain crut le moment venu d' exécuter son ,,grand projet". La 
süreté de l'état était en jeu, mais la süreté de sa personne exigeait également un ,,coup de 





Doukas. Son absence aurait pu lui étre fatale. D'autres veulent que l'empereur fut retenu par des 
bureaucrates pusillanimes et mesquins. Il nous semble que ces opinions sont mal fondées (v. infra note 
58). Nous ne possédons que le simple renseignement d’Attaleiatès qui dit qu'au printemps de 1070 
l'empereur prit la décision de rester dans la capitale (p. 138). Cf. Vryonis, Decline, p. 100. 


5 Romain lui-même était d'ailleurs responsable de ce revers. Se méfiant de Manuel à cause de son 
succés, il avait donné ordre à Manuel d'envoyer une partie considérable de son armée à Hiérapolis, 
assiégée par l'emir @ Alep (Attaleiates, p. 139). 

5 Lorsqu'il apprit le pillage de Chonae par Afsin, l'empereur enragea au point de vouloir partir tout 
de suite „afin d'aider les stratiotai en orient“. Ses conseillers le retinrent pourtant. Attaleiatés explicite: 
, Il fut détourné de ce projet par ses conseillers, par ses doutes sur la puissance de l'ennemi et par la 
défaite essuyée par les troupes du curopalate" (p. 141). Attaleiatés ne parle pas de sabotage. D'autre 
part il nous apprend que l'empereur s'occupa tout l'hiver 1071/71 de la formation d'une nouvelle 
armée (le pillage de Chonae avait eu lieu dans l'automne 1070). Il va d'ailleurs sans dire qu'il a fallu 
beaucoup de temps, d'argent et d' efforts pour rassembler le matériel énorme qui fut transporté au 
cours de la campagne de 1071. 

Le Continuateur de Skylitzés ajoute les noms des conseillers: Nicéphore Paléologue, le „consul des 
philosophes“ Constantin Psellos et „surtout“ le César qui haissait l'empereur. Mais cet auteur, 
reprenant nombre de phrases d' Attaleiatés, écrit deux décennies plus tard, sans avoir de connaissances 
précises sur la situation au palais. C'est ainsi qu'il s'est trompé sur le róle du César dans le cas présent. 
Celui-ci se trouvait sur ses terres pendant les années 1069-71 (v. supra note 53). Cf. CHEYNET, op. cit. 

294 supra note 2, p. 347. 


maitre.“ I] partit en Orient avec une grande armée hétéroclite, composée non seulement de 
sujets byzantins (Grecs, Arméniens, Syriens etc), mais encore de mercenaires francs, ,,alle- 
mands‘, russes, turcs (Petchénégues et Ouzes). L'empereur la compléterait en route dans les 
ἄπληκτα. Lorsqu'il traversa le Bosphore, un pigeon gris descendit du ciel et s'assit sur sa 
main. Romain fit apporter l'oiseau à sa femme restée dans la capitale. Cédant au désir de 
son époux, Eudocie, bien que se sentant fatiguée, se rendit au vaisseau impérial. Attaleiatés 
nous apprend qu'elle aimait Romain passionnément et que le couple amoureux se fit 
quelques jours de tendres adieux.” Leur mariage n'était évidemment pas la grande misère 
dépeinte par Psellos dans sa Chronographie. 

Aprés son départ définitif l'empereur se rendit via Hélénopolis et Dorylée au théme des 
Anatoliques; il y séjourna quelque temps, pour la troisième — et la dernière — fois. 

Traversant ensuite le Sangarios au pont de Zompos, il continua sa marche par le thème 
des Cappadoces. Cependant, peu de recrues se présentaient. Une grande partie de la popu- 
lation s'était enfuie à cause des ravages turcs des années passées et s'était refugiée dans les 
montagnes et les caves de la région." La plupart de ceux qui se présentérent, craintifs et peu 
aptes au service militaire, furent renvoyés par l'empereur. Marchant via Colonée Archelais, 
Romain fit halte près de l’ Halys, où il séjourna quelque temps dans une forteresse récem- 
ment bâtie pour son usage personnel. L'armée ayant déjà traversé |’ Halys, il la rejoignit 
quelques jours aprés. Parvenu ainsi au théme de Charsianon, il envoya une partie des sol- 
dats protéger les terres qu'il y possédait. Puis il prit avec l'armée [ο chemin en direction de 
Sébastée; on se trouvait loin de Césarée.? 


?  Attaleiatés, р. 143. 
9  Attaleiatés, р. 160. 


9 ][bid., р. 145. Puisqu’Attaleiates écrit ailleurs (p. 184) que le pont de Zompos lie le thème des 
Anatoliques et le theme des Cappadoces, il s’ensuit que Romain a continué sa marche via le theme des 
Cappadoces (sur le territoire de ce thème v. Нир, Kappadokien, p. 75-77). En a-t-il pourtant seule- 
ment frólé le bord septentrional? Selon K. BELKE (Galatien und Lykaonien, TIB 4, Vienne 1984, p. 
75), Romain, aprés avoir traversé le Sangarios, a marché „quer durch Südgalatien" pour traverser 
ensuite l' Halys près de la citadelle Saniana. Mais pourquoi aller à Santana s'il n'existait pas une route 
(du moins praticable pour une armée) de là à Sébastée (v. supra notes 16 et 17)? Et selon les cartes 
qui accompagnent le livre de BELKE, une route conduisant du Sangarios directement à Saniana n'ex- 
istait pas non plus. Etant donné la situation géographique cela s'entend. La description par Attaleiatés 
de la région montagneuse pleine de cavernes oü s'était refugiée la population, cadre, à notre avis, 
beaucoup mieux avec le paysage de la Cappadoce au sens propre qu'avec la Galatie. Dans ce cas 
Romain aurait marché via Colonée Archelais, 1’ ἄπληκτον traditionnel. La traversée de |’ Halys aurait 
eu lieu non loin de Nyssa, par le pont, sur la route allant de Colonée Archelais à Aquae Saravenae (v. 
HILD, Straßensystem, Karte 4, p. 67); de là un chemin conduisait via Tavia à Sébastée (v. la carte chez 
BELKE). 

° Ел ce qui concerne la troisième campagne, Attaleiatés, on le voit, est un peu plus précis sur la 
route choisie par Romain. L’empereur a traversé non seulement le Sangarios (notamment au pont de 
Zompos), mais aussi l Halys. П a parcouru le thème de Charsianon, prenant un chemin en direction de 
Sébastée; il ne s'est absolument pas approché du district de Césarée: καὶ τὸ  àm'ékeivov 
ἀδιαίρετος ñv, τῇ Καισαρέων μὴ προσμίξας τὸ σύνολον ... (p. 146). 

Tout cela indique que l'empereur a dévié des routes empruntées durant les campagnes précédentes. 


Pourquoi Attaleiatés jugeait-il nécessaire d'ajouter sa remarque sur Césarée? Π est possible qu'elle est 
neutre, ne voulant dire que, normalement, l'armée aurait passé par Césarée. RAMSAY croyait 
qu'Attaleiatés voulait préciser, parce qu'il y aurait eu une bifurcation au-delà de l'Halys près de 
Saniana, un chemin conduisant à Sébastée, l'autre à Césarée (op. cit. supra note 16, p. 78). Cependant, 
nous avons vu que le chemin imaginé par Ramsay n'a jamais existé (v. supra note 16). A notre tour 295 
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Après avoir fait halte près de Krya Pègè (Bathys Ryax), dans une contrée trés boisée, 
— à environ 30 km à l'ouest de Sébastée —, il continua sa marche via Sébastée et Colonée 
vers Théodosioupolis (actuel Erzurum), ой s'ouvrait la meilleure voie d'acces en Arménie. 
De cet endroit furent envoyés en avant les mercenaires francs, sous le commandement de 
leur capitaine Roussel de Bailleul, pour organiser le siège de Chliat — située sur le lac de 
Van, à environ 50 km au sud de Mantzikert. 

Le gros de l'armée demeura quelque temps à Théodosioupolis afin de procéder au rav- 
itaillement nécessaire. L'empereur comptait avec la possibilité d'un séjour de deux mois 
dans la région presqu' inhabitée qui s'étendait maintenant devant les Byzantins. La per- 
spective n'était pas encourageante, d'autant plus que la progression ne s'était pas déroulée 
jusque là sans incidents. П y avait eu une mutinerie des mercenaires „allemands“ (Νεμίτζοι). 
Le passage du lieu (prés de Sébastée) ой l'année précédente Manuel Comnéne avait été 
battu, n'offrait pas un spectacle agréable; le sol était toujours couvert de cadavres. 
L'empereur s'était aliéné Ses soldats par sa hauteur, son arrogance et sa mauvaise humeur. 
Les tensions ethniques, surtout entre Grecs et Arméniens, étaient graves. Bref, en lisant 
Attaleiatés, on ne peut se soustraire à l'impression que l'armée byzantine était déjà démora- 


lisée à son arrivée en Arménie.9 


Arrivé à Mantzikert, l'empereur apprit que les hommes de Roussel de Bailleul étaient 
en difficulté. On racontait que les assiégeants affrontaient la résistance d'une ,,myriade“ 
d’ennemis. Romain expédia de suite une grande partie de son armée (probablement prés de 
la moitié) à Chliat sous le commandement du magistros Joseph Trachaniótés, tandis que lui- 
méme commengait le siége de Mantzikert. Il pensait s'emparer rapidement de Mantzikert et 
rejoindre par la suite les troupes devant Chliat, apparemment beaucoup plus difficile à gag- 
ner.‘ 

Attaleiatés nous apprend que Romain, pour cette occasion, avait apporté le plus grand 
soin à la construction de machines de siége (ἑλέπολεις). Elles étaient „construites de poutres 
de toutes sortes de bois de trés grandes dimensions et transportées par des véhicules dont 
le total n'était pas inférieur à mille". Des chroniqueurs arabes décrivent l'ébahissement 
des Turcs à la vue de ces colosses énormes (bien que ceux-ci eussent des machines de siége 
eux-mémes). Ils font mention en particulier d'un „mangonneau colossal“, machine tirée par 
cent chariots et manoeuvrée par 1200 hommes. Il aurait été capable de lancer des pierres de 


„dix quintaux Syriens“. 


nous nous demandons si Attaleiatès visait peut-être la relation de Psellos avec l'intention de corriger 
la présentation des faits dans la Chronographie, sans vouloir la nommer expressément (v. aussi infra 
note 95). Par la suite nous montrerons que l'indication erronée de Psellos n'a pas été une simple erreur, 
mais une mystification voulue pour des raisons que nous allons révéler tout à l'heure. 

$ Artaleiatès, рр. 146-49. Cf. ANGOLD, op. cit., p. 21 sqq; VRYONIS, Decline, p. 96-97; FRIENDLY, 
op. cit., p. 165 sqq (la description des campagnes de Romain par FRIENDLY est basée sur une traduc- 
tion en ms faite pour l'auteur par George Dennis). 

DI Attaleiatès, p. 150. 

5 Aftaleiatés, p. 151: εἴχε yàp ταύτας ἐκ παρασκευῆς ξύλοις παντοίοις καὶ μεγίστοις 
κατωργανωμένας καὶ φερομένας δι ἁμαξῶν τῶν χιλίων μὴ ἀποδεουσῶν. 

Les pages 151-66 ont été traduites par E. JANSSENS, La bataille de Mantzikert (1071) selon Michel 
Attaleiatés, Annuaire de l'Institut de Philologie (Bruxelles) 20 (1973) 291-304. 


$6 ^ C. CAHEN, art. cit. supra note 56, рр. 629-30. 


Quand on se rend compte de l'extréme importance historique de la bataille de 
Mantzikert, on s'étonne de la paucité des études détaillées consacrées à cet événement.Ü 
Résumons les faits dans les grandes lignes. Mantzikert fut prise trés vite. La garnison turque 
qu' Alp Arslan y avait récemment installée, se rendit presque sans coup férir. Mais c'est 
alors que commencèrent les difficultés. Des contingents byzantins, fourrageant aux environs 
de Mantzikert, rencontrérent des troupes turques. L'on ne s'aperqut que plus tard qu'elles 
formaient l'avant-garde de l'armée d' Alp Arslan. Lorsque celui-ci, marchant sur Damas, fut 
informé de l'arrivée de l'armée byzantine, il ordonna à ses troupes de retourner sur leurs pas 
en toute háte. L'empereur, ne se rendant pas compte de l'importance de l'incident, envoya 
des soldats, placés sous le commandement de Nicéphore Bryennios (le grand-pére de l'his- 
torien du méme nom), avec l'ordre de délivrer leurs camarades. Cependant, Bryennios 
devait bientót demander des renforts. L’empereur les expédia sous le commandement du 
magistros Basilakés. Il ne comprenait toujours pas la gravité de la situation. Il était de mau- 
vaise humeur à cause de ce qu'il considérait comme un contretemps insignifiant et laissa 
partir ses soldats avec regret. 

Les choses prirent une mauvaise tournure quand Basilakés fut fait prisonnier et 
Bryennios blessé. Pendant la nuit les Turcs commencérent à investir de facon terrifiante le 
camp byzantin. Le contingent des Ouzes passa aux Turcs. L'empereur, maintenant inquiet, 
envoya des messagers à Chliat rappeler les troupes qui s'y trouvaient. Elles ne vinrent pas. 
On ignorait toujours alors à Mantzikert qu' Alp Arslan était arrivé. Les combats eurent lieu 
toute la journée mais il n'y eut pas de bataille rangée. Romain atermoyait, dans l'attente des 
troupes de Chliat. Celles-ci, informées avant l'empereur de la présence du sultan, avaient 
pris la fuite. 

Une ambassade du sultan se présenta chez Romain lui offrant de renouer la paix. Apres 
avoir hésité des jours durant, l'empereur se décida à livrer bataille avec une armée affaiblie. 
On соппай le résultat. Les Byzantins eurent d'abord le dessus, jusqu'au moment ой Рет- 
pereur, de peur d'étre encerclé par les Turcs (une de leurs ruses habituelles), donna le sig- 
nal de la retraite. La décision impériale désorienta les troupes; elles commencérent à pren- 
dre la fuite. Andronic Doukas, fils du César, conduisant l'arriére-garde, aurait causé en outre 
de propos délibéré un mouvement de panique, en répandant la fausse nouvelle que la bataille 
était perdue. Quoiqu'il en soit, la débandade devint générale. L'empereur, combattant tou- 
jours au front, fut fait prisonnier. 


9 C'est pour cette raison qu'un journaliste américain, A. FRIENDLY, ancien rédacteur-en-chef du 
Washington Post, a écrit son livre, cité supra note 16 et 3. L'auteur s'est assuré de l'aide de plusieurs 
savants. Il a produit un ouvrage nécessairement manquant de précision et dépassé du point de vue de 
la byzantinistique moderne, mais bien réfléchi et intéressant à maint égard. Plusieurs byzantinistes ont 
consacré quelques pages à la bataille de Mantzikert dans des livres traitant de themes plus généraux. 
Voir VRYONIS, Decline, p. 96-103; ANGOLD, op. cit. p. 21-24. Le seul article sur la bataille écrit par un 
byzantiniste est de la main de J.-C. CHEYNET, cité supra note 6. Cet auteur s'est attaché particuliere- 
ment à la question des pertes militaires. Il est arrivé à la conclusion que, contrairement à l'opinion 
recue, les pertes étaient relativement peu nombreuses. Il a méme fait des calculs: au maximum, 5 à 10 
% des soldats auraient été tués. 


$5 Selon VRYONIS la trahison d' Andronic Doukas aurait décidé de la défaite de Mantzikert (s'il y a 
eu trahison: Attaleiatés dit seulement que οἱ πολλοί en sont persuadés, v. p. 161). Mais voir ANGOLD 
qui écrit: ,, The defeat at Mantzikert was not solely a matter of treachery. It was also a failure of mili- 
tary discipline and skills. There are signs of faulty intelligence (...) a lack of coordination among the 
different army commanders. Finally, the army did not have the discipline nor the experience to exe- 
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Le récit de la troisiéme campagne de Romain Diogénës dans la Chronographie de 
Psellos n'est pas seulement „lacuneux“ et „partial“. Il est tout à fait menteur. Tandis que les 
résumés des deux campagnes précédentes, bien qu'aigris et venimeux, ne font pourtant pas 
trop violence à la vérité historique, le récit de la troisiéme campagne est inventé de toutes 
piéces. 

Aprés sa deuxiéme campagne, Romain était, selon Psellos, plus vaniteux que jamais: 

»De là [le succés apparent de la deuxiéme campagne], chez l'empereur, un 
orgueil plus grand encore et une témérité toujours croissante, parce que, 
deux fois, il avait été à la téte d'une armée en campagne. Il manquait de tout 
jugement. S'en remettant à de mauvais conseillers il se détournait compléte- 
ment de la voie juste “.® 

Passant sous silence les événements importants de 1070, Psellos procéde sans délai à 
la relation de la campagne de 1071." Lorsque l'ennemi reprit ses pillages au cours du prin- 
temps 1071, l'empereur se hata vers Césarée, à la tête d'une armée plus importante que 
celle des années passées. Une fois là, il hésita pourtant à poursuivre. Il imaginait toutes 
sortes de raisons pour lesquelles il serait plus sage de retourner à Constantinople. Il recula 
finalement devant la honte d'une pareille décision (en ce cas il aurait en effet dü conclure 
un traité avec l'ennemi afin que celui-ci renongät à ses incursions annuelles). Cependant, il 
reprit brusquement courage et se rua aveuglément sur l'ennemi, poussé par le désespoir ou 
par l'orgueil. Les ennemis le laissérent passer devant eux et se préparérent à lui dresser un 
piége. Feignant de fuir au galop ils l'attirérent sans cesse plus loin. Ils répétérent cette 
manoeuvre plusieurs fois, parvenant ainsi à saisir quelques commandants byzantins. Entre- 
temps l'empereur ne se rendait toujours pas compte de la présence du sultan (, l’empereur 
des Perses et des Kurdes“) et de l'importance de ses opérations. 

Tous les succés remportés par les ennemis étaient attribuables au génie militaire du sul- 
tan. Mais, même si quelqu'un l'avait vu de ses propres yeux, et en avait averti l'empereur, 
ce dernier ne l'aurait pas cru. Persuadé qu'il terrasserait l'ennemi au premier son de 
trompette, il ne voulait pas de paix. Manquant de toute aptitude stratégique, il avait divisé 
ses forces, envoyant une partie de ses troupes „ailleurs“ (Psellos ne précise pas). Au lieu de 
se jeter sur l'ennemi avec la puissance de toute son armée, il l’attaqua avec la partie la plus 
faible. Il est vrai que pendant la bataille l'empereur se montra trés brave, combattant au front 
sans tréve. Il se comportait vraiment en héros, mais, du point de vue stratégique, sa conduite 
était ridicule. Un commandant en chef doit avoir une vue d'ensemble, donner des ordres et 
éviter tout risque personnel. „Mais je le loue pourtant, je ne suis pas de ceux qui l'ac- 
cusent!“ L'empereur des Rhoméens fait prisonnier, c'était la fin. Son armée se dissolvait. 
Une petite partie put s’ enfuir. Le reste fut fait prisonnier ou tué. 

Qui croirait, aprés avoir lu ces pages de Psellos, que l'empereur s'était mis en marche 
selon un plan bien réfléchi afin de s'assurer d'importantes citadelles à la frontiére en vue 


cute the relatively complicated manoeuvre of retreat to camp (...) It was only because of these military 


deficiencies that Andronicus Doukas's treachery could have the devastating effect that it had." (op. 
cit., p. 23) 

®  Chronographie VII b 17, éd. IMPELLIZZERI t. 2, p. 336; éd. RENAULD, t. 2, p. 160. 

7? Pour ce qui suit v. ibid., VII b 19-22, éd. IMPELLIZZERI р. 336-40; RENAULD, р. 161-62. 


d'organiser une défense solide de l'empire; que de cette facon il pensait aller à la racine du 
mal causé par les Turcs? C'est précisément cet état de choses que Psellos escamote de pro- 
pos délibéré. C'est pour cela qu'il fait marcher Romain sur Césarée en contradiction avec la 
vérité, le fait faire halte à cet endroit et ne le laisse pas aller beaucoup plus loin. Pour cette 
description du trajet suivi par Romain en 1071, il puisait évidemment dans ses propres 
expériences de la deuxième campagne en 1069." 

On se demande pourquoi l'auteur a eu recours à ce travestissement total de la vérité, à 
ces mensonges éclatants; pourquoi avoir utilisé ces moyens grossiers au lieu des subtilités 
auxquelles il excellait généralement quand il voulait cacher la verte?" 

Il éprouvait, semble-t-il, le besoin de se disculper. Si Romain avait agi sur son conseil 
au lieu d'écouter des conseillers incompétents, il n'aurait pas couru à sa ruine. Les byzanti- 
nistes ont interprété dans ce sens le jugement sur Romain Diogénés dans la Chrono- 
graphie.” Mais cette explication ne nous paraît pas satisfaisante. 


7 A cet endroit de la Chronographie, Psellos, on le voit, a réuni des éléments divers dans un seul 
tableau fantaisiste. Nous pouvons y reconnaître les hésitations de Romain en 1069 après la victoire de 
Larissa et les délibérations suivantes prés de Méliténé, mélées à ses hésitations devant Mantzikert. 
Dans ce contexte la version de l'historien Nicéphore Bryennios mérite toute notre attention. Tout 
d'abord il faut noter que cet auteur n'était pas seulement le petit-fils du commandant Nicéphore 
Bryennios, mais qu'il était également lié à la famille Trachaniotés. Mari en outre d’ Anne Comnène, il 
se fait le porte-parole du clan Doukas/Comnéne et s'inspire de la Chronographie de Psellos, dont il 
copie bon nombre de passages (v. l'édition de GAUTIER avec introduction). Bryennios a falsifié des 
faits par égard pour son grand-pére (GAUTIER, p. 110, n. 2). Passant sous silence la trahison de Joseph 
Trachaniötes, il loue méme les avis stratégiques que celui-ci aurait donnés à l'empereur. De méme que 
Psellos, Bryennios suggére que Romain, au lieu de préparer sérieusement son plan de campagne à 
Constantinople, l'a improvisé, au cours de route, en „Cappadoce“. Il fait avancer Romain vers cette 
région et y tenir un conseil de guerre: ,, Faut-il continuer la marche vers la Perse et y livrer bataille 
aux Turcs, ou demeurer en notre propre territoire et y attendre leur venue?" Les flatteurs de l'em- 
pereur lui conseillent de pousser en avant, mais Bryennios et Trachanidtés insistent auprés de lui pour 
qu'il reste sur place, fortifie les villes environnantes, pratique la politique de la terre brülée et attend 
ainsi les ennemis. Romain, vaniteux et arrogant, fait fi de ces bons conseils (GAUTIER, p. 113-15). 
Nous sommes süre que l'épisode que nous venons de résumer est de pure invention, inspiré par le récit 
de Psellos, mais avec un autre motif. Bryennios décline toute responsabilité des membres de sa famille 
en се qui concerne „Mantzikert‘. J.-C. CHEYNET, par contre, croit Nicéphore Bryennios sur parole et 
voit dans sa description du conseil de guerre l'opposition de deux conceptions stratégiques (défense 
réduite aux thèmes rhoméens contre inclusion des thèmes peuplés d' Arméniens dans les opérations). 
V. supra note 33. La proposition de Bryennios et de Trachaniötes fait remarquer à FRIENDLY (op. cit., 
р. 171): „the recommendation would not have struck Romanus as making good sense at the time“. 
FRIENDLY n'est d'ailleurs pas si sûr de l’historicité de la situation. En tout cas il faut convenir que ses 
arguments témoignent de solides considérations militaires. (V. encore W. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine 
Army 284-1081, Stanford 1995, p. 40 n. 56). 


7? Citons en exemple le récit sur l'ambassade de Psellos et de deux autres dignitaires auprès d'Isaac 
Comnéne. Ce récit, au fond „rien d'autre que celui d'une trahison à peine voilée“ (CHEYNET, Pouvoir, 
р. 344 n. 36) a été loué par P. LEMERLE: „Le récit de cette ambassade est peut-étre le meilleur morceau 
de la Chronographie, et les discours que Psellos s'attribue sont une étonnante démonstration de sophis- 
tikè dynamis. Us méritent une étude particulière“ (Ста études, p. 256 n. 6). 

7 F, TINNEFELD, Kategorien der byzantinischen Kaiserkritik, Münich 1971, p. 129-30. SNIPES donne 
en outre un autre motif d'ordre politique: ,,... the dark account of Romanos’ reign would only inten- 
sify the brilliance of the achievements of Psellos'pupil, Michael Doukas" (art. си., p. 105-06). 
Cependant, en général les savants (parmi lesquels TINNEFELD) attribuent le ton mordant et le manque 
total d'objectivité de ce chapitre de la Chronographie simplement à la vanité blessée de l'auteur, 
(„chef du parti politique"), écarté du pouvoir par le mariage de Romain avec Eudocie. Tous ces expli- 
cations ne suffisent pas. 


299 





Il est remarquable que les passages consacrés par Psellos à sa disculpation (les $8 14- 
16), précédent sa relation de la deuxiéme campagne (§ 17). Dans le paragraphe 14, il 
affirme qu'il a eu de longs échanges avec l'empereur. Ἡ raconte en termes solennels qu'il a 
essayé de le détourner de ses projets ambitieux, de l'en dégoûter par une peinture effrayante 
des catastrophes qui pourraient s’ensuivre („Je jure, par le nom de Dieu, ce Dieu que vénére 
la philosophie etc“). Dans le paragraphe 15, il informe le lecteur qu'il а participé par con- 
traint à la seconde campagne, mais qu'il n'y a pas joué un róle d'importance. L'empereur 
l'avait prié instamment de l' accompagner de sorte qu'il n'avait pu refuser, Quant aux motifs 
de l'empereur, Psellos l'historien ne veut pas s'y étendre dans cette chronique; son récit 
exigerait trop de pages. Il écrira peut-étre plus tard sur ce sujet. Pour le moment, il s'en 
excuse auprés du lecteur, la renommée de l'empereur ne doit pas étre trop compromise; l'au- 
teur risquerait d'ailleurs d’être accusé de malveillance.” 

Dans le seizième paragraphe, Psellos se plaint du comportement de l'empereur à son 
égard pendant la campagne. Les deux hommes auraient discuté longuement sur la tactique 
et sur la stratégie, sur , fout ce qui concerne la disposition des bataillons et des rangs, le 
montage des engins de siége et la poliorcétique et sur tous les autres sujets débattus dans 
les traités de tactique". Quand l'empereur se rendit compte des connaissances de Psellos 
dans ce domaine, il envia, tout en l admirant. ЇЇ l’ aurait jalousé au point de le contrarier le 
plus possible, et méme de le rabaisser; les autres participants de la campagne pourraient 
témoigner que lui, Psellos, dit la vérité. 

Le récit de Psellos pose bien de problémes. Pourquoi trouvait-il nécessaire de se dis- 
culper si son róle avait été si négligeable? Pourquoi promettre un livre consacré spéciale- 
ment à un sujet qu'il juge lui-méme dépourvu d'importance? Nous avons vu que son róle 
pendant la deuxiéme campagne était en effet peu considérable, mais il est sür qu'il n'était 
pas dans son caractère d'attirer l'attention sur ce fait. Il y a ici quelque chose qui cloche. Ce 
qu'il rapporte ensuite de l'attitude de l'empereur à son égard est en pleine contradiction avec 
ce que nous ont appris les lettres adressées par lui, aprés son retour à Constantinople, à 
Eudocie et à Romain lui-méme. Bien loin d'étre la victime du dénigrement de la part de 
l'empereur, Psellos avait réussi précisément pendant la deuxiéme campagne, à gagner sa 
gràce et sa bienveillance. Ce fait implique que les discussions dont parle Psellos n'ont pu se 
dérouler à l'époque qu'il indique. D'autres raisons nous font en outre en douter. Dans les 
passages que nous venons de résumer on reconnaît un élément qui se rapporte en réalité à la 
troisiéme campagne. L'idée de conquérir les citadelles en Anatolie orientale n'a été sug- 
gérée pour la premiére fois qu'aux mois de juin/juillet 1069 au cours de la deuxiéme cam- 
pagne, dans le camp de l'empereur prés de Méliténé. Comme nous l'avons déjà suggéré, 
Psellos a probablement assisté aux délibérations (v.ci-dessus). Toutefois, les lettres que nous 


ху + 


^  Chronographie УП b 15, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, рр. 334-36. ἐρῶ δὲ ὁπότε περὶ τούτων 
ξυγγράφοιμι’ οὕτω δὲ ταύτην διαπέφευγα, ὡς μήτἐμοὶ λαβὴν κακονοίας πρὸς ἐκεῖνον γενέσθαι, 
μήτ αὐτῷ τὰ πάντα διαπεσεῖν. 

Les interprétations de RENAULD et de SEWTER doivent étre rejetées. 

5  Chronographie VII b 16, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, p. 336, éd. RENAULD, t. 2, р. 160: ... καὶ ὅσα περὶ 
λόχους καὶ τάξεις, καὶ ὅσα περὶ μηχανημάτων κατασκευάς, καὶ ἁλώσεις πόλεων, καὶ τἄλλα ὅσα 
στρατηγικῶν εἰσι διατάξεων ... 

300 Pour notre traduction de διάταξεις cf infra note 80. 





dit ou fait qui püt mettre en danger la position qu'il venait d'acquérir. En tout cas la période 
en question a été trés bréve, tout au plus quelques jours. Il est donc improbable que les con- 
naissances de Psellos en poliorcétique — pour autant qu'il en possédait — aient joué un róle 
dans les discussions; il est absolument exclu qu'elles aient joué un róle dans les opérations. 

Les détails de l'organisation de la troisième campagne ont été discutés évidemment 
après le retour de Romain à Constantinople (hiver 1069/70). Psellos ne devint son confi- 
dent intime qu'alors. Entre temps il avait eu le loisir de se mettre pour de bon au courant de 
la poliorcétique. Tout indique qu' à cette époque Romain l'a en effet consulté. Rien ne prou- 
ve que ces consultations aient alors conduit à une détérioration de leurs relations. 


ж ж ж 


Le serment par lequel, dans la Chronographie, Psellos affirme avoir essayé de retenir 
l'empereur de ses projets funestes est singulièrement solennel.” Psellos avait-il à s'excuser 
de quelque chose de plus grave que la mauvaise réception de ses conseils par l'empereur? 
Et serait-ce de quelque chose qui avait rapport àla troisiéme campagne? Aurait-il con- 
tribué considérablement à l'organisation de cette campagne, ce qui voudrait dire qu'il 
porterait sa part de responsabilité dans l'issue fatale? Mais dans ce cas cela signifierait qu'il 
a accompagnée l'armée et qu'il l'a peut-étre méme accompagnée jusqu'à la fin. En relevant 
qu'à un certain moment les troupes turques remportérent des succés sous l'inspiration de la 
présence du sultan, Psellos se trahit en effet d'une façon curieuse en écrivant: „La présence 
du sultan lui [V empereur] échappait, mais elle ne m'échappait pas à moi... “° C'est pourtant 


75 У, supra note 58. 


7 Les termes du serment sont empruntés à Synésius, ep. 5 (éd. GARZYA, p. 17), ainsi que l'a remar- 
qué IMPELLIZZERI (éd. cit., р. 335). Voir encore le commentaire de CRISCUOLO (ibid., p. 453, note 355). 


7 Chronographie VII b 20, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2, p. 338; éd. RENAULD, t. 2, p. 161. П s'agit d'un 
passage corrompu, ce qui rend nécessaire une analyse approfondie. Le manuscrit donne: ^O δέ µε 
διέλαθεν, ἔλαθε τοῦτον ... Le premier éditeur, SATHAS, a retenu la lecture du manuscrit; ses critiques 
— MiLLER, KURTZ, KoNTOS, PANTAZIDES, BURY - ne l'ont pas attaqué sur ce point. RENAULD a été le 
premier à hasarder une conjecture, en lisant: ^O δέ µε «οὐ» διέλαθεν, ἔλαθε τοῦτον ... IMPELLIZZERI 
a repris cette lecture dans son édition, Silvia RoNCHEY dans sa traduction; nous les suivons à notre 
tour. J. SYKUTRES, par contre, a été le seul à critiquer la conjecture de RENAULD et a retenu la lecture 
du manuscrit; Jakov LIUBARSKU a suivi son exemple dans sa traduction russe de la Chronographie. 
Citons la critique de SvkurRES dans BZ 29 (1929) 40-48, ici p. 47: „Psellos sagt: ‚Was ich beine 
vergessen habe zu erwähnen, es ist ihm entgangen, daß der Sultan persönlich an der Spitze seiner 
Armee stand‘. Diesen schönen Gedanken verdirbt R. durch seinen unglücklichen Einschub von où vor 
διέλαθεν."“ La traduction de SYKUTRES/LIUBARSKU, dés l'abord, n'emporte pas la conviction. On 
s'imagine mal un historien, sur le point d'introduire un fait de la plus grande importance, écrivant: J'ai 
presque oublié de signaler que... etc. Cette traduction suppose encore dans le texte original une 
gaucherie stylistique qui est étrangére à Psellos. Il est vrai que, dans la Chronographie méme, Psellos 
se sert quelquefois du mot διαλανθάνω (VI, 124; МПа, 18; VII c 8) dans le sens de „négliger de men- 
tionner“, „отейге“ etc. Cependant, dans ces cas-là il s'agit en effet de communications supplémen- 
taires relatives à ce que l'auteur a écrit bien avant, en d'autres chapitres. Dans le passage qui nous 
occupe maintenant, par contre, Psellos ne revient pas au passé. L'entrée en scéne du sultan est décrite 
comme un événement qui s'insére directement dans la narration de la situation présente. Il faut con- 
clure que διαλανθάνω est employé ici dans son sens courant „échapper à l'observation" (v. Chr IV, 34 
et 46). Encore une fois: Psellos ne renvoie pas le lecteur à des chapitres antérieurs, il est sur le point 
de décrire un spectacle qui, dans le temps, s'était déroulé devant ses propres yeux. Ce spectacle n'é- 
tait pas de nature à échapper à sa mémoire au moment méme oi il allait le décrire. Dans le passage en 
question, Psellos emploie une simple figure de rhétorique, le chiasme, pour rattacher deux membres 
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à Chliat que Гоп s’ apergut de la présence d' Alp Arslan. C'est donc là que se serait trouvé 
Psellos, en compagnie des traîtres Joseph Trachaniótés et Roussel de Bailleul. En ce cas il 
a fait, dans la Chronographie, oeuvre radicale. Il ne se disculpe pas seulement, mais il tait 


la vérité sur un point essentiel. 
Les hypothèses muent en certitude à la lecture d'une lettre anépigraphe de Psellos, nég- 


ligée jusqu'ici par les byzantinistes. C'est la lettre SATHAS n" 186, dont nous citons ci- 
dessous les passages les plus importants.” Psellos est de nouveau en campagne, mais i] n'est 
plus simple témoin des événements comme lors de la deuxiéme campagne; l'armée n'est 
plus en marche, mais est en train de préparer le siège d'une ville dont le nom n'est pas men- 
tionné; le moral des troupes s'est sensiblement détérioré depuis la deuxiéme campagne. 
L'humeur de l'empereur lui-méme commence à s'assombrir, méme à l'égard de Psellos, 
qu'il tient normalement en grande estime. 

Le destinataire de la lettre est sans aucun doute Constantin, neveu du patriarche Michel 
Cérulaire. La lettre a été écrite, selon nous, devant Chliat; il faut la dater de juillet/août 1071. 

Psellos commence sa lettre en étalant, sur un ton badin, ses connaissances des ,,clas- 
siques“ militaires, qu'il cite par lambeaux.’ 


d'une phrase l'un à l'autre. Il accentue tant leur contraste que leur cohésion au moyen de la différence 
subtile entre λανθάνω et διαλανθάνω. L'assonance accentue la cohésion de Ja phrase entiére, tandis 
que la dissonance accentue l'opposition des énoncés dans chacun des deux membres. Bref, nous 
croyons que le copiste a simplement omis la particule négative (erreur assez courante) et qu'il faut la 
restituer. En effet Psellos se montre rien moins qu'un styliste maladroit. Pour cette raison il est per- 
mis, voire nécessaire, de compléter la conjecture. Le parfait équilibre des opposés complémentaires 
exigerait µε et αὐτόν ou ἐμέ οἱ τοῦτον. Tenant compte du rythme de la phrase entière, nous proposons: 
^O ӧёрё οὐ διέλαθεν, ἔλαθε τοῦτον... Si maladresse y a, c'est que Psellos se révèle soudain le 
témoin oculaire de la situation qu'il décrit. Nous ne voyons pas pour quelle raison il se serait trahi 
expressément. Toujours est-il que son récit l'aidait à se distancer de la catastrophe imminente. 


? ΜΒ V, рр. 470-73. Pour le texte grec v. l'appendice. 


#80  Psellos rejoint de cette façon consciemment la tradition des tacticiens grecs de l'Antiquité. Il est 
curieux que ces auteurs, la plupart écrivant apres 50 avant J.-C., traitent exclusivement de la disposi- 
tion et de la tactique de la phalange antique à une époque ой cette ordonnance avait disparu depuis 
longtemps, pour faire place à l'organisation militaire des Romains. Ils offraient apparemment un 
passe-temps aux lecteurs s'intéressant à tout ce qui touchait l'art militaire (parmi lesquels on cite 
Trajan et Hadrien; selon Psellos [Chr. УП c 17] le César Jean Doukas a aussi été de ce nombre). 


Il est non moins curieux que dans les manuels de stratégie byzantins se trouvent tant de pages emprun- 
tées littéralement aux auteurs de l'époque hellénistique (voir H. HUNGER, op. cit. supra note 1, t. 2, pp. 
323-40). Les citations utilisées par Psellos dans sa lettre cadrent avec ce qu'il dit dans la 
Chronographie sur ses connaissances du sujet (v. notre texte); on rencontre ces mémes citations dans 
la petite pièce περὶ πολημικῆς τάξεως transmise par le codex psellien Par. gr. 1182 (éd. J. Е. 
BOISSONADE, Psellos, Nuremberg 1838, pp. 120-24; repris раг H. KOCHLY — W. RÜSTOW, Griechische 
Kriegsschriftsteller, Leipzig 1855, t. Ἡ, 2, pp. 235-38). Psellos en est donc effectivement l'auteur (cf. 
le jugement de HUNGER, cité ci-dessous). Pour une étude d'ensemble de la traditon manuscrite v. 
А. Dam - J.-A. de FOUCAULT, Les strategistes byzantins, Travaux et Mémoires 2 (1967) 317-92. Ils 
remarquent sur la piéce de Psellos: ,,Bon article d'encyclopédie, inspiré d'Elien et de ses suites“ (p. 
374). M. HUNGER est moins content de notre stratégiste de cabinet: ,,Das kurze Stück (...) führt eine 
anachronistische militärische Terminologie vor. Zweimal heißt es, daß der Philosoph auch im Heer 
eine führende Rolle zu spielen und die Phalanx zu formieren habe. Die Gesamtzahl der Truppe wird 
mit 16.384 (= 213) angegeben, was der spielerischen Phantasie viel Vergnügen bereitet haben mag. 
Termini und Mentalität lassen auf eine Vorlage aus hellenistischer Zeit schließen. Im Hinblick auf die 
didaktischen „Gedichte“ des Psellos ist die Zuweisung an ihn nicht a limine abzulehnen“ (ibid., p. 
338). 


„Assurement, le plinthion est une formation à quatre cótés, qui sont ren- 
dus égaux les uns aux autres par la disposition de phalanges identiques et 
comprenant le méme nombre d' hommes, de sorte que la surface enfermée 
forme un carré. Le plaision, par contre, bien qu'il soit également une forma- 
tion quadrilatérale, n'est pas un carré, mais un rectangle oblong." Il faut 
clouer les poutres des tortues avec des clous d'un demi-pied de longueur, tan- 
dis que l'engin de siége doit étre solidement construit et pourvu de roues afin 
de pouvoir l'avancer vers les murs.” 

Cependant, ой se sont égarées mes pensées! Et cela au moment ой je 
m'appréte à écrire une lettre au plus cher de mes amis, à vous, mon vieux! 
Voilà comment la préparation des embuscades et la construction des engins 
poliorcétiques m'ont arraché à ma paideia philosophique et au train de vie 
qui y convient! Je peux à peine en ce moment m'en occuper. Au lieu des tour- 
nures admirables dont se servent les philosophes dans leurs définitions, leurs 
propositions et leurs syllogismes, je m'applique maintenant aux manoeuvres 
des tacticiens. J'exerce la contremarche et cela suivant trois manières: la 
macédonienne, la laconienne et la choréique.® En outre, je tourne et retourne 
la phalange; je lui fais faire le quart de tour à droite, puis le contre-tour, et 
enfin le demi-tour, qui se compose de deux quarts de tour, l'un vers la droite 
(„côté lance"), l’autre vers la gauche („côté bouclier"). Vous le voyez, je ne 


H Elien le Tacticien, éd KOCHLY - RUstow, I, 1, p. 452 (ch. XXXVII); repris par l'auteur anonyme 
du traité περὶ στρατηγίας (Ме siècle), nouvelle édition par С.Т. DENNIS, Three Byzantine Military 
Treatises, Washington D.C. 1985, p. 96; et dans les Tactiques de Léon VI le Sage (écrits vers 900), 
PG 107, Appendice ch. 42, col. 1108. Cf. Chronographie, УП с 17, éd. IMPELLIZZERI t. 2, p. 384; éd. 
RENAULD t. 2, p. 182. Š 


8 On trouve une partie de cette phrase chez Léon VI (Tactiques, Constitutio ХУ (περὶ πολιορκίας 
πόλεων col. 894 D-896 A). La citation chez Psellos est pourtant un peu plus longue et plus précise. Ii 
semble bien avoir puisé directement dans les ΠΠολιορκητικά d' Apollodore de Damas (ΠΕ siècle), v. éd. 
C. WESCHER, La poliorcétique des Grecs, Paris 1867, pp. 135-93, ici pp. 146-47. Consulter la traduc- 
tion francaise par E. LACOSTE, Les Poliorcétiques d'Apollodore, Rev. des Et. grecques 3 (1890) 234- 
81, ici p. 242. De méme que León VI, Je rédacteur anonyme du traité De Re militari (datant de la fin 
du XŠ siècle) a consacré un chapitre à la guerre de siège. Les deux auteurs ne s'étendent pourtant pas 
sur la construction des machines de guerre, renvoyant le lecteur aux auteurs anciens (Léon VI, loc.cit., 
col 896 B; De Re Militari, ch. 27, éd. DENNIS, p. 316). Le traité de Nicéphore Ouranos, ami de Basile 
ТЕ et commandant-en-chef, nous informe de l'état des choses au début du XI siècle. Affirmant que sa 
génération a éprouvé toutes les machines de siège inventées par les Anciens — des béliers, des tours de 
bois, des tortues, toutes sortes d'échelles etc — Ouranos recommande et décrit particulierement la 
galerie pratiquée sous les fondations, remarquant que c'est la méthode la plus efficace: „Пу a bien 
d'autres choses que les Anciens ont concues pour la guerre de siége. Pour nous, ce sont les seules pra- 
tiques actuelles de notre génération que nous avons décrites; le reste, nous l'avons omis, laissant aux 
esprits curieux le soin d'étudier les Tactiques et de les y découvrir" (Douze chapitres inédits de la 
Tactique de Nicéphore Ouranos, éd. J.-A. de FOUCAULT, Travaux et Mémoires 5 (1973) 218-311, ici 
ch. 65, pp. 301-03). Cf. E. MCGEER, Tradition and Reality in the Taktika of Nikephoros Ouranos, 
Dumb. Oaks Papers 45 (1991) 129-40 et infra note 92. 


Š Elien le Tacticien, ch. 28, éd. cit. pp. 390-92; repris par l’auteur de περὶ στρατηγίας, ch. 24, éd. 
DENNIS, p. 78. 

H Elien le Tacticien, ch. 25, éd. cit. pp. 382-84; repris dans περὶ στρατηγίας, ch. 23, éd. DENNIS, p. 

76. Psellos puise directement dans Elien. Pour la traduction des termes techniques nous avons profité 

de l'édition (avec trad. et comm.) du Traité de Tactique d' Asclépiodote (16 siècle avant J.-C.) par L. 
POZNANSKI, Paris 1992; on trouve des explications très claires sur les manoeuvres mentionnées aux 303 
pages 46-49. 
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sais émettre autre chose que des oracles militaires comme les divinateurs 
divins d'antant et je suis entiérement sous l'influence d'une pareille inspira- 
tion, comme si j'étais à Lebadeia, ne pensant plus aux choses qui m'occu- 
paient autrefois. 

Mais tréve de bétises! Je jure, par votre sainte téte, que je ne tourne mon 
esprit vers ces choses (militaires) que pour une bréve période; je m'en charge 
aussi longtemps qu'il est nécessaire, pour prescrire, de méme que les archi- 
tectes, aux [exécuteurs des] techniques subordonnées la méthode de la con- 
struction des engins. Apres cela, je redeviendrai moi-même. 

Si pourtant il s'avérait que, de méme qu’Icare trop audacieux, je me sois 
élevé jusqu'au ciel méme, sans pouvoir voler {- imaginez ma chute dans le 
vide!}*’ la terre grandissant devant mes yeux; et me voilà propulsé ensuite 
vers les Antipodes comme une boule, tourbillonnant et parcourant une dis- 
tance énorme, par une trajectoire fort difficile; je ne sais ce que je 
deviendrais alors... Mais évidemment, je le sais trés bien: dans ce cas ce 
typhon effroyable me balayera, et alors, adieu la philosophie et l'amitié! 

D'ailleurs je ne suis pas le seul à perdre courage en affrontant de tels 
terribles dangers. Vraiment, tout le monde se désespére, méme ceux dont 
l'áme est abrutie." C'est pour cette raison que je me suis tu et que je vous ai 
à peine écrit, alors que j'aime mieux parler avec vous qu'avec ma propre 
äme. C'est la raison la plus importante de mon silence; en outre, ma langue 
ne produit pas à présent du miel; je ne peux me réjouir en paroles et en com- 
positions littéraires qui vous régaleraient généreusement et offriraient un 
petit banquet nourrissant à votre áme. Comme il n'y a ici ni fleurs miellées ni 
prés pour soulager l'áme, mes abeilles, dont la langue pourrait tourner mon 
esprit en miel et produire du couvain, pour parler poétiquement, se sont 
envolées et ont complétement disparu! Vous voyez que cette lettre voudrait 
bien s'élever à la beauté antique; elle montre en effet une certaine grandeur 


Š ^A Lébadeia en Béotie se trouvait de temps immémorial l'oracle souterrain de la divinité 
chthonique Trophonios. L'oracle était entouré d'un rituel compliqué et assez lugubre. Le consultant 
devait entre autres boire à la source de Léthé, ce qui lui бай toute mémoire du passé, le rendant 
entiérement apte à s'assimiler la vaticination. Grand nombre de monarques et de capitaines con- 
sultérent au cours des temps l'oracle en vue d'opérations militaires à entreprendre (par exemple 
Crésus, Epaminondas, Philippe de Macédoine). Pausanias, dans sa Descriptio Graeciae, a décrit in 
extenso le progrès des rites, auquel il s'est soumis lui-même d'un bout à l'autre (IX, ch. 39; consulter 
la trad. avec. comm. de J. G. FRAZER, New York 1965, pp. 492-95; Psellos tenait le récit de Pausanias 
de première main, v. sa lettre GAUTIER n°7, éd.cit. supra note 21, р. 132, note 7). Il faut supposer que 
les eaux de la source contenaient des substances toxiques ou bien que les prétres de l'oracle se ser- 
vaient de drogues amenant l'amnésie temporaire, puisque le témoignage de Pausanias est, selon les 
sevants, digne de confiance (voir RE, s.v. Trophonios). Psellos veut donc dire: tout mon passé de 
philosophe et de poète a été effacé de ma mémoire, comme si j'avais consulté l'oracle de Lébadeia; je 
ne peux désormais penser qu' à la guerre. 


3%  ]l nous semble que Psellos fait allusion à Aristote, Eth. Nic. 1094 a 14 et Met. 1013 a 14 sqq. On 
trouve une allusion plus directe à ces passages d' Aristote dans la lettre S πο 95, p. 339. 


H Le manuscrit (Par. gr. 1182) nous semble corrompu à cet endroit (fin du f. 234). Une ligne au 
bas du folio s'est probablement perdue; elle doit avoir eu la signification que nous lui prétons. La ligne 
suivante (f. 235) commençant également par ἀλλ΄, le copiste a dû se tromper. 


88  Allusion, nous paraît-il, aux éléments barbares de l'armée (Petchénégues etc). 


en son début, mais elle est paralysée dans son progrés. Une petite trace du 
style antique y transpire encore, mais vague et obscurément. 

„Autrefois les Milésiens étaient forts. ' De méme, mon talent littéraire 
est épuisé maintenant, il se trouve dans un état pitoyable. Mon sort est pareil 
à celui d'Athénes, puisque là aussi, il ne reste que les ombres et les noms de 
l'Académie, du Portique de Chrysippe et du Lycée. De méme, je me rappelle 
les noms des sciences et l'excellence de la philosophie, mais leur matiére est 
annihilée dans mon esprit par la situation critique du moment. Il est vrai que 
la disposition de l'empereur à mon égard, tout bienveillante et aimable 
qu'elle est de nature, constitue un contrepoids aux calamités qui, de tous 
cótés, nous engloutissent ici, mais hélas, la balance penche décidément du 
mauvais cóté, le poids opposé disposant seul, maintenant, de mon sort... 

Mais sans parler de la situation qui régne par ici, quel malheur d'étre 
privé de vous et de votre frére, cette excellente paire que je ne voudrais 
échanger contre aucun autre bonheur!” Et le malheur d'être privé de la 
possibilité de voir mes bien-aimés! Vous savez que mon áme est trés sensible 
à cet égard; leur souvenir ne suffit pas à me consoler mais, bien au contraire, 
me fait souffrir d'autant plus (...). Veuillez donc me pardonner si je ne vous 
envoie que peu de lettres, et sans beauté. (...) Rappelez-vous ce que j'ai con- 
fie à votre garde? Mes bien-aimés. "7 


ж ож ж 


Etant donné les résultats de nos recherches, résumés ci-dessus, quelques passages et 
remarques de la lettre citée permettent de conclure, par voie directe ou indirecte, que Psellos 
a accompagné la troisième expédition de Romain Diogénés et cela jusqu'à la fin: Mantzikert 
et Chliat. Nous avons vu que Psellos n'a pas pris part à la premiére campagne et que, pen- 
dant la brève période de sa participation à la deuxième campagne, aucune ville n'a été 
assiégée par les Byzantins. Si donc il parle de siéges de villes dont il a la charge, il ne peut 
s'agir que de ceux de la troisiéme campagne et plus précisément des sieges de Mantzikert 
et de Chliat. C'est seulement à l'occasion de la troisième campagne que des chroniques 
grecques et arabes font mention d'engins de siége extraordinaires, employés devant 


Mantzikert et Chliat.? 

# Selon une ancienne tradition dont l'origine est obscure, les Cariens, en guerre avec Darius 1, 
auraient consulté l’oracle d' Apollon à Didyma (près de Miléte), demandant s'il serait expédient de 
chercher l'alliance des Milésiens. L'oracle aurait répondu: Πάλαι лот ἦσαν ἄλκιμοι Μιλήσιοι 
(comme qui dirait: „Les Milésiens ne valent plus grand’ chose"). Ces paroles passaient en proverbe, 
avec de légéres variations, dans la Gréce antique. La citation la plus célébre se trouve chez 
Aristophane (Ploutos, 11. 1002 et 1076). Psellos se sert d'une variante assez répandue dans la littéra- 
ture byzantine: 'Hoav лот ἦσαν ἄλκιμοι Μιλήσιοι (v. le lexique de Hesychius d' Alexandrie, s.v. 
noav; cf. B. GENTILI, Anacreon, Rome 1958, p. 39). 


% Sans doute Constantin et Nicéphore, les neveux du patriarche Michel Cérulaire, ainsi que l'a déjà 
remarqué Ja. LIUBARSKU. Cet auteur a pourtant cru que la lettre SATHAS n° 186, de méme que la lettre 
publiée par К. SNIPES, avait été écrite pendant la deuxième campagne (op. cit. supra note 9, pp. 63- 
64). 


°?  Allusion à sa fille adoptée et ἃ ses petits-enfants. 


?  ACAHEN, art. cit. supra note 56, p. 630; Attaleiatés, p. 151 (v. la citation supra, note 65). Bien que 
Psellos ait certainement feuilleté les anciens manuels de poliorcétique, on ne peut douter qu'il ait basé 
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Tl ressort de la lettre que Psellos a été mélé de prés à la construction et à la manoeuvre 
de ces engins. Ii s'en montre fier, mais en méme temps il craint d'avoir trop présumé de ses 
qualités d'ingénieur et de partager peut-étre le sort d’Icare. Nous ignorons s'il a fait des cal- 
culs avec toute la connaissance nécessaire. Peut-étre a-t-il seulement dérangé les construc- 
teurs et les charpentiers par des instructions superflues. Mais ce qui est clair, c'est qu'il a 
assumé la responsabilité finale d'une entreprise hasardeuse. Sinon pourquoi la crainte de 
subir le sort d'Icare si les choses allaient mal? 

De la lettre сибе il s'ensuit également que l'armée byzantine était arrivée dans la zone 
frontière, démoralisée, situation confirmée — d'une manière indirecte — par le récit 
d'Attaleiatés. Psellos reconnaît franchement cette circonstance déplorable, parlant en 
homme qui craint les conséquences éventuelles pour sa propre personne. La remarque 
imprudente faite dans la Chronographie sur la découverte de la présence d' Alp Arslan dans 
l'armée ennemie, prouve que Psellos se trouvait alors devant Chliat. L'empereur l'avait 
vraisemblablement envoyé de Mantzikert à Chliat afin d'assister Joseph Trachaniötes et 
Roussel de Bailleul dans la conduite du siège. A Chliat, Psellos a dû si associer à la trahison 
des capitaines. Il s'est certainement enfui avec eux.” Nous ignorons s'il a été entraîné par 
eux, contraint plus ou moins bon gré mal gré à faire défection; ou bien s'il avait prévu la 
chute de Romain et l'a abandonné à dessein. Il est possible qu'il ait considéré un bref instant 
l'idée de se hater vers Mantzikert et d'avertir l'empereur de l'arrivée d’Alp Arslan, pour 
rejeter tout de suite cette pensée à l'idée des dangers auxquels il irait s'exposer en cours de 
route. 

Quelques années plus tard Psellos consolera sa conscience, en écrivant que „même si 
quelqu'un avait vu le sultan de ses propres yeux, et en avait averti l'empereur, ce dernier 
ne l'aurait pas cru... “4 


ses constructions et ses calculs sur les expériences d'un passé récent. Toutefois, les dimensions et les 
capacités des machines de siège utilisées devant Mantzikert et Chliat ont été beaucoup plus grandes 
qu'à l'ordinaire. Parlant du siège de Hiérapolis par Romain en 1068, Attaleiatés ne mentionne qu’ „un 
bombardement des flèches et de pierres", projetées à l'aide de πετροβόλα ὄργανα (p. 110); 
Nicéphore Ouranos, nous l'avons vu (v. supra note 82), déconseille l'usage de machines compliquées 
et impressionnantes mais peu efficaces. Attaleiatés introduit dans sa description des machines utilisées 
en 1071 le mot ἑλεπόλεις visant peut-étre justement cette tour de bois rejetée par Ouranos. On trouve 
une définition de |’ „hel&pole“ dans |’ Extrait Tactique de Léon VI, éd. A. Darn, Paris 1942, p. 88 et 
100 avec trad.et comm. de l'éditeur. Cette machine fut entre autres utilisée par Alp Arslan devant Ani 
(selon Ibn AI Athir; cf. Attaleiatés, p. 81) et par Bohémond de Tarente devant Dyrrachion (v. la 
description par Anne Comnéne, XIII, 3). A l'en croire, Psellos aurait construit à son tour des machines 
de siège. Sa métaphore factice, rattachant le lancement d'une boule à la chute d Icare, fait penser qu'il 
avait báti une sorte de méga-catapulte. 

D Та démoralisation des troupes expliquerait la trahison de Trachaniötes. Cf. les considérations de 
FRIENDLY, op. cit., pp. 175-77, finissant ainsi: „Was he [Trachaniotés] then, one of the Ducas party, 
hoping and plotting for Romanus's downfall (...)? There is no indication that he was Romanus's polit- 
ical enemy, but there is no indication that he was not. If he was hostile, however, was he so indiffer- 
ent to the possible fate of a Byzantine army that he would have been content to have it destroyed? 
After all, Andronicus Ducas and doubtless others in the opposition party within the emperor’s army 
might go to their deaths through lack of warning, along with the principal target of their plot. These 
questions remain unanswerable“. 


?^ Il nous semble que cette remarque, à son tour, ne s'explique qu'en admettant que Psellos se trou- 
vait sur place. 





Selon Attaleiatés les fugitifs de Chliat empruntérent la route de la ,, Mesopotamie". 
Nous ne savons rien de précis sur ce point, mais il est possible que tous ou beaucoup d'en- 
tre ces malheureux ont fait ce détour pour arriver enfin à Trébizonde. Attaleiatés, qui s'y 
était réfugié lui-même avec un grand nombre d'autres infortunés, écrit qu'ils y avaient loué 
des navires et étaient rentrés à Constantinople en cotoyant le littoral de la Mer Noire. 
„Quelques personnes de l'entourage de l'empereur, appartenant au corps des plus hauts 
dignitaires“, s'étaient jointes à eux.” Peut-être Psellos était-il du nombre. Ce fut à 
Trébizonde que l'on regut la nouvelle ,,impossible et incroyable“ de la mise en liberté par le 
sultan de Romain Diogénés et de la conclusion d'un traité entre eux. Accompagné d'autres 


^ 


Byzantins mis en liberté, l'empereur se rendit à Constantinople, passant par 
Theodosioupolis, sous escorte turque. Il marchait avec toute la pompe impériale, recrutant 
chemin faisant des soldats sur une large échelle. C'est cette action ignominieuse qui finit de 
faire de Mantzikert une véritable catastrophe. 

La nouvelle de la bataille parvint à Constantinople ,,en quelques jours“, selon Psellos. 
La cour fut jetée dans un grand trouble. On ne savait que faire, on s'attendait à ne jamais 
revoir Romain Diogénés. Fallait-il faire d'Eudocie l'unique impératrice, faire de Michel l'u- 
nique empereur, ou installer une dyarchie? Eudocie fit venir le César de ses terres et celui- 
ci se déclara pour la dyarchie. C'était aussi le choix de Psellos, ainsi qu'il l’écrit.” Mais se 
trouvait-il à Constantinople? II le suggére, mais ne le dit pas expressément. Le reste de sa 


?5 Attaleiatés, р. 167. Il est temps que nous touchions au sujet des rapports entre l'Histoire 
d’Attaleiatés et la Chronographie de Psellos. Attaleiatés était beaucoup plus jeune que Psellos, mais 
dans sa qualité de juge militaire et ami intime du gendre de Psellos (v. notre article Psellos et son gen- 
dre dans Byzantinische Forschungen, t. 23, 109-149), il a dà faire la connaissance de celui-ci dés 1069. 
Puisqu’il se disait le premier à conseiller la conquéte des citadelles en Arménie, les contributions de 
Psellos ἃ la troisième campagne ont certainement éveillé son attention. Sans doute |’-a-t-il admiré (v. 
p. 21: „’етрегеиг Monomaque nomma comme proedros des philosophes l'homme le plus savant de 
notre époque“). Bien qu’Attaleiatés ait dû désapprouver la conduite de Psellos les années après 
Mantzikert, il ne dit jamais de mal de lui dans son Histoire, alors que le Continuateur de Skylitzés ne 
se géne pas pour le faire. Le détrónement de Romain est selon Attaleiatés l'oeuvre d'Eudocie elle- 
méme, du César et des fils de celui-ci. L'empereur Michel УП est considéré par Attaleiates comme un 
tyran; sur Psellos, pas un mot. Le „hypertimos Michel", originaire de Nicomédie, nommé par 
Attaleiatés (p. 181, 296-97), et mort en avril/mai 1078, est une autre personne que Psellos (v. 
LIUBARSKU, op. cit. pp. 33-35; A. KAZHDAN, Studies on Byzantine Literature of the 11th and 12th 
Centuries, Cambridge/Paris 1985, pp. 53-55.) Insistant sur l'origine de l'autre hypertimos Michel, 
Attaleiatés, à notre avis, a justement voulu prévenir toute confusion avec le hypertimos Michel Psellos, 
le célèbre philosophe, dont toute la haute société, à l'époque, connaissait la patrie: Constantinople. Il 
est clair que le silence qu’ Attaleiatès observe à l'égard de la personne de Psellos est intentionnel. Nous 
avons des raisons (que nous espérons expliquer plus en détail à l'occasion) pour penser que Psellos, 
aprés une courte éclipse au printemps 1078, fut de nouveau admis à la cour sous Nicéphore 
Botaneiatés (1078-81), l'empereur révéré par Attaleiatés et auquel il dédia son Histoire. Cela signifie 
qu’ Attaleiatés et Psellos se trouvaient, encore une fois, dans le méme camp. A notre avis, c'est pour 
cette raison qu’Attaleiatés ne voulait attaquer ni Psellos lui-même ni la Chronographie, c'est à dire 
toute la Chronographie, y compris les pages supplémentaires sur les Doukai. Bien que nous nous ren- 
dions compte des problémes impliqués dans cette assertion, il n'y a pas d'autre possibilité à nous 
expliquer le fait indéniable qu’ Attaleiatés, à maint endroit, corrige la Chronographie avec l'intention 
de critiquer son auteur. LIUBARSKI, en parlant de „polémica oculta" au sujet de l'Histoire et de la 
Chronographie, semble avoir la méme opinion; pour une comparaison entre Psellos εί Attaleiatès 
comme historiographes de point de vue général (méthode, style, attitudes) voir son article Miguel 
Ataliates y Miguel Pselo, Erytheia 16 (1995) 85-95, citation p. 88. 


*5 Chronographie, УП b 24, éd. IMPELLIZZERI, t. 2. p. 342; éd. RENAULD, t. 2, p. 163. 
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relation fait croire pourtant qu'il n' y arriva qu'un mois plus tard, au moment οἳ la confu- 
sion était devenue compléte, à cause de la nouvelle de la libération de Romain Diogénés et 
de son approche. On n'était pas encore arrivé à prendre une décision quand Psellos lui- 
même fit son entrée (καὶ αὐτὸς γεγονώς). Tout le monde s'empressa alors auprès de lui, 
pour qu'il tranchät la question de la succession. Et il la trancha. En ce qui concernait le 
monarque battu, il fallait l'éliminer (ἐκ μέσου ποιεῖν) et promulguer dans l'empire entier 
des prostagmata qui le déclareraient détróné. Certains n'étaient pas d'accord, mais les 
hommes de bon sens lui donnérent raison... Quand Eudocie se montra encline à recevoir son 
époux, elle fut envoyée au couvent. Michel VII commengait son régne seul. 

Le parti choisi par Psellos dans la crise de gouvernement de 1071 a le caractére d'un 
coup d'état entiérement imprévu. Nous sommes süre qu'il a agi pour nulle autre raison que 
sa propre sûreté. La traditon historiographique selon laquelle il aurait fomenté des complots 
contre l'empereur Romain IV Diogénés des années durant, en tant qu’ ,,archi-bureaucrate“, 
est intenable. Si l'on est d'accord qu'il n'y a pas eu de „parti civil“, in n'y a pas eu, à plus 
forte raison, un „chef“ de „parti civil“. Le détrónement de Romain Diogénés n'avait pas été 
prémédité de longue date. Bien au contraire, Psellos a soutenu et stimulé l'empereur tout au 
long de son régne, et il s'est vivement intéressé à ses efforts pour la défense de l'empire con- 
tre les Turcs. Il ne l'a trahi en définitive qu'au moment méme op il risquait d'étre entrainé 
dans sa chute inévitable. 

En noircissant, dans la Chronographie, le régne et la personne de Romain Diogénés 
d'un bout à l'autre, Psellos effacait complétement sa part de responsabilité dans la débácle 
de Mantzikert et sa bonne intelligence avec l'empereur qui avait régné jusqu' alors. Ainsi 
pouvait-il continuer sa carriére en toute tranquillité, au service de l'Etat, de la famille 
Doukas et last but not least de son propre intérét. Son imposture a été radicale, jusqu'à égar- 
er la postérité. 


%  [bid., VII b 27, éd. IMPELLIZZERI p. 344; éd. RENAULD, р. 164. 
%  Ibid., loc. cit. Pour la date v. GAUTIER, éd. Nicéphore Bryennios, р. 123, n. 5. 


APPENDICE 


Extraits de la lettre Sathas πο 186 (v. supra notes 80-91) 


186 . 'Aveniypadoc. 


᾽Αμέλει τοι τὸ μὲν πλινθίον παράτασίς ἐστιν ἐκ τεσσάρων πλευρῶν ἰσαρίθμοις 
φάλαγξι καὶ ἴσαις παρισουμένων, ὡς εἶναι τὸ ἐμπεριεχόμενον χωρίον τετράγωνον: τὸ 
δὲ πλαίσιον, ὅταν ἐκ τεσσάρων μὲν πλευρῶν γένηται ἡ παράτασις, οὐκ ἐν τετραγώνῳ 
δέ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἑτερομήκει τῷ σχήματι. Τοῖς δὲ τῶν χελωνῶν ξύλοις ἡμιποδιαῖοι ἐπικαθη- 
λούσθωσαν Плоть καὶ τὸ μηχάνημα συμπεπηγὸς καὶ ὑπὸ τροχῶν προσφέρεσθαι τοῖς 
τείχεσιν. 

"AAA ὅπη τὸν λογισμὸν ἐκκεκύλισμαι, καὶ ταῦτα πρὸς σὲ τὴν τιμιωτάτην ἐμοὶ 
κεφαλὴν ἐπιστέλλειν ἐπιβαλλόμενος; τοσοῦτόν µε τῆς ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ παιδείας καὶ τῶν 
καθηκόντων ἠθῶν οἱ στρατιωτικοὶ λόχοι καὶ τὰ πολιορκητικὰ ὑφηρπάκασιν ὄργανα: 
καὶ τῶν μὲν ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ θαυμασίων ἀντιστροφῶν ἔν τε ὅροις καὶ συλλογισμοῖς καὶ 
προτάσεσι, βραχύς μοι τανῦν ὁ λόγος ἐστίν: ἐξελίττω δὲ νῦν καὶ τὸν Μακεδόνος 
ἐξελιγμόν, τόν τε χορεῖον καὶ τὸν Λάκωνα, ἐπιστρέφω τε καὶ ἀναστρέφω τὴν φάλαγγα, 
καὶ ἐκ δυοῖν ἐπιστροφῶν περισπῶ, τὸ μέν, ἐπὶ δόρυ, τὸ δ᾽ én’ ἀσπίδα. Ὁρᾷς γοῦν, 
ὅτι καθάπερ οἱ θεομάντεις, οὐδὲν ὅτι μὴ μόνον τοὺς στρατιωτικοὺς τούτους ἀναπνέω 
χρησμούς, ἢ ὥσπερ ἐν Λεβαδείᾳ γενόμενος, μόνης τῆς κατοχῆς γέγονα, μηδενὸς τῶν 
πρῴην ἐπιστρεφόμενος; 

᾽Αλλά, ὄμνυμι δὲ τὴν ἱεράν σου κεφαλήν, ὅτι τούτοις μέν, εἴ γε δεῖ μὴ ληρεῖν, 
βραχύ τι προσέχω τὸν νοῦν, καὶ τοσοῦτον ἐπίστροφός εἰμι πρὸς αὐτά, ὅσον 
ἐντείλασθαι κατὰ τοὺς ἀρχιτέκτονας ταῖς ὑποκειμέναις ἐπιστήμαις τὴν τέχνην τῶν 
γιγνομένων, εἶτα ἐμαυτοῦ γίγνομαν ὁπηνίκα δέ, ὥσπερ ὁ Ἴκαρος ἐς οὐρανὸν αὐτὸν 
μετεωρισθῶ, οὐ πτερυσσόμενος, ἀλλ᾽ ὥς πέρ μοι ἀνοιδούσης τῆς γῆς, καὶ αὖθις 
καθάπερ ἐπὶ τοὺς ἀντίποδας ἀποσφαιρισθῶ, οὐ διὰ ῥᾳδίας, ἀλλὰ ποικίλοις μὲν 
ἑλιγμοῖς, μακροῖς δὲ τοῖς διαστήμασιν, οὐκ ἔχω τίς ἂν γενοίμην, μᾶλλον δὲ τότε δή 
µε ὁ τυφωνικὸς οὗτος ἄνεμος ἀπωθήσει, τότε γοῦν καὶ φιλοσοφίας αὐτῆς καὶ Φιλίας 
ἐπιλανθάνομαι. 

Καὶ οὐκ ἐγὼ μόνον ἀπειρήκειν πρὸς τὰς τοσαύτας ἐπαγωγὰς τῶν δεινῶν, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἁπαξάπαντες: κἀκείνοις [δὲ] αὐτοῖς τοῦτο, ὅσοις ἡ ἀναισθησία τὴν ἀναλγησίαν 
εἰσῳκίσατο τῇ ψυχῇ. 

Διὰ ταῦτά σοι καὶ πλεῖστον γράφειν ἀπεσιώπησα, ὁ μᾶλλόν σοι προσδιαλεγόµενος 
ἢ τῇ οἰκείᾳ ψυχῇ: πρῶτον μέν, καὶ διὰ τὰς αἰτίας ἃς εἴρηκα, ἔπειτα δέ, οὐδὲ 
μελιττουργεῖταί μοι παρὰ τῇ γλώττῃ τανῦν, οὔτε λέξεων ἡδονή, οὔτε συνθήκης 
εὐαρμοστία, ἵνα σε φιλοτίμως ἐφεστιάσω, καί σοι παραθείην ψυχῆς καρύκευμα 
τρόφιμον: αἱ γάρ μοι μέλισσαι αἱ τῇ γλώττῃ τὰ κηρία συντιθεῖσαι τοῦ λόγου, καὶ 
ποιητικῶς εἰπεῖν τιθαιβώσσουσαι, ἐπεὶ μηδὲν ἐνταῦθα ἄνθος κηρόχυτον, μὴ δὲ πόα 
καταμελιτοῦσα ψυχήν, ᾧχοντο ἀποπτάμεναι! Ὁρᾶς γοῦν καὶ τὴν ἐπιστολὴν ταύτην, 
ὡς βούλέται μὲν ἀναφέρειν εἰς τὸ ἀρχαῖον ἀξίωμα, καὶ ὁρμᾷ μὲν μεγαλοπρεπῶς, 
ναρκᾷ δὲ τὴν κίνησιν, [kai?] ἴχνη μόνον ἐμφαίνει, καὶ ταῦτα δὴ ἀσαφῆ τε καὶ ἀμαυρὰ 
τῆς ἀρχαίας διαγραφῆς; 
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σάν ποτ ἦσαν ἄλκιμοι Μιλήσιοι: τανῦν δὲ καὶ ἡ ἐμὴ περὶ τοὺς λόγους 
εὐδαιμονία εἰς ἄζηλον ἕξιν κατέληξε: καὶ πέπονθα ταὐτὸν ταῖς ᾿Αθήναις: κἀκεῖσε γὰρ 
ἐν σκιαῖς ἡ ἀκαδημία καὶ ἡ ποικίλη τοῦ Χρυσίππου στοά, καὶ τὸ λύκειον μέχρις 
ὀνόματος, οὕτω γὰρ κἀμοί, τὰ μὲν ὀνόματα τῶν ἐπιστημῶν ἐμμεμένηκε, καὶ τὸ τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας ἐξαίρετον, τὰ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ οἷς ταῦτα, αἱ περιστάσεις ἀφείλοντο. 

Καὶ βούλεται μὲν ἡ τοῦ κρατίστου βασιλέως διάθεσις, [npóc?] ἡμᾶς χρηστοτάτη 
καὶ ἔμφυτος, ἀντίρροπος εἶναι ὥσπερ ἐπὶ ζυγοῦ τοῖς πολλαχόθεν ἡμῖν δεινοῖς 
ἐπιρρέουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἥ Te ἀντίσταθμος πλάστιγξ λίαν ἰσχυρῶς ἑτεροζυγεῖ, καὶ μόνης 
ἑαυτῆς τὴν ἐμὴν ποιεῖται ... 

Καὶ ἵνα δὴ τὰ ἐνταῦθα ἐάσω, ποδαπόν μοι εἰς συμφοράν, ὅτι σοῦ καὶ τοῦ 
ἀδελφοῦ τῆς καλλίστης συζυγίας ἐστέρημαι, ἣν οὐδεμιᾶς εὐδαιμονίας ἡστινοσοῦν 
ἀνταλλάττομαι; ποδαπὸν τὸ μὴ ἔχειν ὁμιλεῖν [ἐν] βιβλίῳ Πλατωνικῷ λέγω δὲ οὕτω 
φιλοσοφίαν ξύμπασαν, μήτε Δημοσθενικῶ, ἵνα τὴν ἀντίθετον τέχνην ὁμοίως ἐρῶ; 
ποδαπὸν τὸ μὴ ἔχειν ὁρᾷν τὰ φίλτατα, ἢ οὐκ οἶσθα ὅτι μοι εὐτύπωτος ἡ [ψυχὴ] 
πρὸς τὰς τοιαύτας ἕξεις καθέστηκε, καί µε μᾶλλον αἱ μνῆμαι τούτων οὐ 
παραμυθοῦνται, ἀλλ᾽ ἀτεχνῶς βασανίζουσι; (...) 

(...) Διὰ ταῦτά μοι συγγνώμην δοίητε, εἰ μή τε πολλὰς ὑμῖν ἐπιστέλλω ἐπιστολάς, 
μήτε μίαν μέν, χαρίεσσαν δέ: ὥς περ γὰρ ἡ καθ᾽ Ἡσίοδον δίκη, οὕτω δὴ κἀμοῦ τῆς 
ψυχῆς αἱ τῶν λ[όγων] ἀπέπτησαν χάριτες. εἰ μὲν οὖν αὖθις τῆς ἀρχαίας ἑστίας 
μεμνήσονται, κοινωνήσομεν καὶ ὑμῖν τοῖς φιλτάτοις τὸ ἕρμαιον: εἰ δ᾽ οὖν, δυνήσεσθέ 
μοι καθάπερ αἱ μέλισσαι καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ θύμου, ὧν ἐργάζομαι νῦν ἐπιστολῶν, μέλιτός 
τι ἐνστάζειν ταῖς ὑμετέραις ψυχαῖς. 

Μέμνησθέ µου τῆς παρακαταθήκης, τίς αὕτη; τὰ φίλτατα. 


Новый источник по истории ранней палестинской 
гимнографии 


Описание греко-грузинского палимпсеста, хранящегося в Российской 
Национальной Библиотеке (ГПБ, Греч. 7) 


В.В. ВАСИЛИК (Санкт Петербург) 


Светлой памяти митрополита Санкт-Петербургского 
и Ладожского Иоанна 


Речь идет о греко-грузинском палимпсесте (8 фрагментов, нижний текст - 
греческий), хранящемся в Российской Национальной Библиотеке (Греч. 7), который 
был вывезен К. ΤΗΠΙΕΗΠΟΡΦΟΜ с Синая (монастыря Св. Екатерины) в сороковых — 
пятидесятых годах XIX века (возм. во время путешествия 1844 года), и подарен им 
Императорской Публичной Библиотеке в конце пятидесятых — начале 
шестидесятых годов прошлого века. Данная рукопись неоднократно фигурировала в 
описаниях, прежде всего в работе ΤΗΠΠΕΗΠΟΦΡΑ, Anecdota sacra et profana...,! в 
которой издано 17 строк нижнего греческого текста. К. сожалению, ТИШЕНДОРФ не 
смог правильно интерпретировать свою находку, посчитав ее гомилией 
посвященной неизвестному святому. Под этим названием рукопись появлялась и в 
последующих описаниях, в частности, в описании Эдуарда ДЕ МУРАЛЬТА? и в 
каталоге E. Э. ΓΡΑΗΟΤΡΕΜ. Автор данной статьи предлагает существенно иную 
интерпретацию нижнего греческого текста, несколько иную датировку (УТ век 
вместо У) и публикацию прочитанных им фрагментов нижнего текста. 


1. Название 


Данная рукопись является тропологием, или, лучше сказать, сборником 
минейного типа, поскольку включает в себя как стихиры, посвященные святым и 
стихиры на Господские праздники (т.е. на Богоявление и Сретение), так и каноны - 
отрывки двух канонов на Богоявление (4-8 песнь) и на Сретение (1-4 песнь) см. ниже. 


В качестве дополнения и расширения представленного здесь материала см. статью В. 
ВАСИЛИК, Новые данные по истории палестинской гимнографии, іп: Традиции 
Христианского Востока 1996, стр. 73-106 (далее ~ ВАСИЛИК). 


1 К. TISCHENDORF, Anecdota sacra et profana ex Oriente allata, Lipsiae 1855, р. 11. 

? E. DE MOURALT, Catalogue des manuscripts grecques de la bibliothéque impériale publique, St. 
Petersbourg 1864, p. 11. 

3 Е.Э. ГРАНСТРЕМ, Каталог греческих рукописей. Часть 1. Греческие рукописи 4 - 9 веков, 
Виз. врем. 16 (1958) 222 (далее – ГРАНСТРЕМ). Текст озаглавлен: „Богословская беседа (?)* 
V век. 
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2. Внешний вид. Размеры, TUN письма, разлиновка 


Рукопись состоит из 8 листов, покрытых сверху изящным церковным 
грузинским письмом нусха-хуцури X-XI века. Верхний текст представляет собой 
Пасхалию (на f. 1 recto - расчеты Пасхи, на +.5 recto - миниатюра, изображающая 
луну и солнце, с расчетом лунного и солнечного года). Текст этой пасхалии был 
издан БРОССЕ в 1867 году. Грузинский текст изучали Е. МЕТРЕВЕЛИ, ШАНИДЗЕ, 
ХЕВСУРИАНИ, ЧИКВАДЗЕ, ШМЕРЛИНГ (информация из листа использования). Между 
строк грузинского текста проступают унциальные греческие буквы, хорошо видны 
инициалы. В тех местах (f.1 r.f. 2v, 3, 4, 5, 6, где в XIX веке ТИШЕНДОРФ пытался 
кислотами проявить нижний текст, буквы приобрели синий цвет. Пергамен тонкий, 
средиземноморского типа, прекрасной выделки, местами загрязненный и 
покоробившийся. Размеры - в среднем 180 мм x 140 мм (f. 2 180х137, f.3 - 180x142 мм 
и тд. Реконструируемый размер - 220-230 мм х 150 мм (более всего пострадали 
верхние и нижние поля). Размер пространства, занятого текстом — 160 мм x 100 мм. 
Инициалы вынесены на внутреннее поле страницы, они увеличены приблизительно 
в три раза по сравнению со строчными буквами (соответственно 9х10 мм и 3х3 мм в 
среднем). Разлиновка - 27-28 строк, достаточно четкая (высота строки - 3 мм, 
расстояние между строками 4 мм). На строке в среднем размещается 28 букв. Текст 
написан в 1 колонку. По своим особенностям разлиновка близка к типу А2 (согласно 
классификации ЛЕРУА). Тип письма - библейский унциал.6 С одной стороны — 


^ M. BROSSET, Le trait géorgien astronomique, $. Petersbourg 1867 (приношу благодарность o. 


Михаилу BAH ЭСБРУКУ за это сообщение). 
5 O типах разлиновок см. J. LEROIS, Les types de la reglure grecque, Paris 1965. 


6 При работе c рукописью, в частности, при определении типа письма и датировки, автор 
пользовался следующими доступными ему руководствами и альбомами. 


a) Barbour Roum, Greek literary hands from 400 to 1600, Oxford 1981 (далее – Roum) 

b) G. CAVALLO, La maiuscola tra secolo 8 ~ 11, (статья c большим количеством 

воспроизведений образцов греческого унциала: La paléographie grecque et byzantine, Paris 

1977, p. 76 - 104 (nanee - CAVALLO, La maiuscola). 

c) G.CAVALLO, Ricerce sulla maiuscola biblica, Firenze 1967 (далее CAVALLO, Ricerce). 

d) С. CAvALLo - H. MAEHLER, Greek bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period. A.D. 300-800, 

London 1987 (далее - CAVALLO, Greek). 

e) Е. FOLLIERI, Codices graeci bibliothecae vaticanae selecti, Città del Vaticano 1968. 

f) H.P. HATCH, The principal uncial manuscripts of the New Testament, Chicago 1939 (nanee 

- HATCH). 

g) Вг. METZGER, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible, Oxford 1981 (далее – METZGER). 

В) C. СОБОЛЕВСКИЙ - К. ЦЕРЕТЕЛИ, Образцы греческого уставного письма, C. 

Петербург 1911. 

j К. SPATHARAKIS, A corpus of the dated illuminated Greek manuscripts, Leiden 1977 (далее 

- SPATHARAKIS). 

k) E. WiLsoN, Mediaeval Greek bookhands. Examples selected from Greek manuscripts, 

Oxford 1972. 
Tun библейского унциала, (определение см. E. DEVREESE, Introduction à la paléographie grecque, 
Paris 1955, р. 14; т.ж. ROUTH, p. 11) представленный в рукописи греч. М7 весьма близок к але- 
ксандрийскому дукту библейского унциала, но с некоторыми отклонениями от него, ближе 
всего по типу письма к нитрийскому кодексу (6 в. см. HATCH, pl. 23), а также к венскому 
кодексу, содержащему книгу Бытия. (V-VI вв. (см. METZGER, p. 92, pl. 20). По особенностям 
разлиновки рукопись №7 весьма близка к кодексам Colberto Salvianus (5 век), Marchalianus (6 
век) одна колонка, соответственно 27 и 29 строк (HATCH, pl. 21, 25). 
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достаточно архаичные начертания, в особенности - букв В Е Ө 7 $, с другой 
стороны - соотношение между жирными и вопосяными - 4:1, что не типично для 
раннего библейского унциала. Сокрашения nomina sacra (OL - θεός, ХУ - Χριστός, 
ХРОМ - σταυρόν и некоторые другие — ΑΝΟΙΣ - ἀνθρώποις, ΠΗΡ -- πατήρ) достаточно 
стандартные для памятников У-УП веков. Иногда М передается через 
горизонтальную черту, что обычно для памятников IV-VII века. Кроме этого знака 
не наблюдается никаких следов надстрочных знаков. 


3. Датировка фрагментов 


THIIEHHOPO предложил датировать эти фрагменты У веком и эта датировка 
отражена во всех описаниях этой рукописи. Однако, по сообщению К. К. 
АКЕНТЬЕВА, Е. Э. ГРАНСТРЕМ была склонна в последние годы жизни датировать эти 
фрагменты началом VI века. По мнению автора, эти фрагменты относятся скорее 
ко второй половине VI века, самое позднее — к рубежу VI-VII века, место написания 
- Палестина, возможно — Синай. Основания датировки — дукт письма (библейский 
унциал, не самого раннего, но и не позднего типа), соотношения жирных и 
волосяных линий, пропорции букв, пропорции инициалов и соотношение их со 
строчными буквами, относительно небольшой размер кодекса, разлиновка. Еще 





По разлиновке и размерам данная рукопись имеет определенное соответствие в Codex 
Washingtoniensis (5 век 7) — 200x140 MM, 1 колонка. 


Разлиновка рукописи ГПБ, Греч. №7 воостановима отчасти благодаря проколам, 
сохранившимся на f.5. Расстояние междустроками — 4 мм, высота строки ~ 2,5 MM, 
соотношение между ними 8/5 типочное для 6 века. (см. напр. Codex Dioscorides, 513 (?), 
SPATHARAKIS, pl. 1). Дошедшие до нас фрагменты составляют кватернион или tetr'afullon 
форму тетради, типическую для VI-VII века. Нг основании этих данных автор сделал 
следующий вывод с которым отчасти согласился И.П. МЕДВЕДЕВ, а затем ~ полностью и 
Михаил Ван ƏcEPyK, Поль КАНАР, Жильбер ДАГРОН а именно: письмо данного памятника 
представляет собой библейский унциал не самого древнего типа, но и не позднего. 
Следовательно, вполне возможно датировать памятик VI веком, самое позднее — рубежом VI- 
УП века. Более поздняя датировка, хотя теоретически не исключена, маловероятна, 
поскольку в УП-УШ веке в Палестине доминировал так называемый „slopstyle“ (cm.RUTH. p. 
12, CAVALLO, р. 76). По датировке Б.Л. ФонкичА этот фрагмент возможно датировать 
периодом от шестого до восьмого века, однако, следует отметить, что мы имеем от УШ века 
фрагмент сретенского канона (песнь 5-6. 8-9) — рукопись Российской Национальной 
библиотеки ПБ, Греч. 29, (датировка Е. Э. ГРАНСТРЕМ), которая, однако написана наклонным 
унциалом палестинским дуктом проанализированным Б.Л. Фонкичем в его статье В. L. 
Εονκις, Palaeographische Grundlagen der Datierung des Kölner Mani-Kodex, Byz. Zeitchr. 83 
(1990) 22-30. B этой статье oH учитывает эту рукопись, почему-то называя ее фрагментом 
Триоди, хотя Сретенский канон никогда в Триодь не помещался, и датирует ее (правда 
предварительно, — provisorisch) - IX веком хотя отмечает, что в этой рукописи нет над- 
строчных знаков, что, заметим, является одним из оснований для более ранней датировки. 
В любом случае, возможна расплывчатая датировка ПБ, Греч. 29 УШ-Х веком. Если ПБ, 
Греч. 29 относится к УП веку, и ПБ, Греч. 7 также относится к УШ веку, то довольно странно 
было бы от однаго и того же времени и от одного и того же региона иметь два фрагмента 
одного и того канона, написанные совершенно разными дуктами и в разных традициях 
оформления литургической книги (в ПБ, Греч. 29 присутствует нумерация песней канона, в то 
время как в ПБ, Греч. 7 ее еще нет), если еще мы при этом учтем процент сохранности 
литургических и особенно гимнографических. Такая возможность маловерятна (подробнее 
см. ВАСИЛИК, Новые данные). 
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одним основанием датировки являются другие греко-грузинские палимисесты 
коллекции ТИШЕНДОРФА — ПБ, Греч. 13, (датированная пятым веком, на самом деле 
- шестого века, фрагменты Евангелия от Иоанна, верхний текст — принадлежит 
к той же грузинской пасхалии, что и ПБ, Греч. 7). Дукт письма нижнего (греческого) 
текста ПБ, Греч. 13 очень схож с ПБ, Греч. 7, что можно сказать также о другом 
греко-грузинском палимисесте Российской Национальной Библиотеки ПБ, Греч. 6 
(нижний греческий текст – фрагменты Евангелия от Луки, шестой век). 


4. Состав сборника 


Е.1 recto - окончание водосвятной стихиры на Богоявление, приписываемой св. 
Софронию Великому, которая начинается ἀνυμνήσωμεν οἱ πιστοί. Большая часть 
этого фрагмента опубликована ТИШЕНДОРФОМ, Ho никак им не интерпретирована. 
Считаем нужным привести этот фрагмент: 

1. THN ΗΜΩΝ ΚΑΘΑΡΣΙΝ KAOAIPEITAI EN 

2. TO IOPAANH О ΜΟΝΟΣ ΚΑΘΑΡΟΣ ΚΑΙ AKH- 

3. РАТОХ ATIAZON НМАУ KAI ΤΑ ΥΔΑΤΑ ΚΑΙ ΤΑΣ 

4. ΚΕΦΑΛΑΣ TON APAKONTON ΣΥΝΤΡΙΒΩΝ 

5.EN TO YAATI ANTAHXOMEN OYN Y- 

6. AOP MET ΕΥΦΡΟΣΥΝΗΣ H ΓΑΡ ΧΑΡΙΣ TOY 

7. ΠΝΤΟΣ ΑΟΡΑΤΩΣ........... 

Этот фрагмент почти полностью соответствует тексту водосвятной стихиры, 
приписываемой св. Софронию. Приведем ее полностью в современном варианте 
(разбивка автора): 

᾿Ανυμνήσωμεν οἱ πιστοὶ 

τῆς περὶ ἡμᾶς οἰκονομίας τὸ μέγεθος. 

ἐν γὰρ τῷ ἡμῶν παραπτόματι 

γενόμενος ἄνθρωπος, 

τὴν ἡμῶν κάθαρσιν καθαίρειται ἐν τῷ Ἰωρδάνῃ 

ὁ μόνος καθαρὸς καὶ ἀκήρατος, 

ἁγιάζων ἐμὲ καὶ τὰ ὕδατα, 

καὶ τὰς κεφαλὰς τῶν δρακόντων 

συντριβῶν ἐπὶ τοῦ ὕδατος. 

ἀντλήσωμεν οὖν ὕδωρ 

μετ΄ εὐφροσύνης ἀδελφοὶ 

ἡ γὰρ χάρις τοῦ Πνεύματος 

τοῖς πιστῶς ἀντλοῦσιν 

ἀοράτως ἐπιδίδοται 

παρὰ Χριστοῦ τοῦ Θεοῦ 

καὶ Σωτῆρος τῶν ψυχῶν ἡμῶν. 


Мы имеем только два разночтений: первое — вероятно, более позднее чтение — 
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ἁγιάζων ἐμὲ καὶ τὰ ὕδατα, в то время, как в нашем тексте стоит ἡμᾶς,δ второе -- 
в нашем тексте отсутствует слово ἀδελφοί присутствующее в более поздней 
редакции. Помимо этого, на странице виден орнамент (меандр) и крест в круге. 
Вероятно, это обозначает конец Богоявленского последования и начало нового, как 
увидим ниже — посвященного св. Антонию Великому. Остальная часть текста может 
быть прочтена лишь после фотографирования в ультрафиолетовых лучах 
(в настоящий момент видны лишь отдельные буквы). 


Е. 1. verso 

1. ОМЕ ΠΕΡ ΕΛΑΜΨΑΝ ΣΟΥ TA ΕΡΓΑ OY MONON 
2. EN ΑΝΟΙΣ, ΑΛΛΑ KAI EN ΑΓΓΕΛΟΙΣ ΘΕΡΑΠΩΝ 
3, ΘΥ ΕΝ ΓΑΡ ΤΗ ΑΣΚΗΣΕΙ ΣΟΥ .A.HX 

4. EDAIAPYNEN ΣΟΥ ΤΗ .............. 

S. ΤΑ Σ Suae 

6. ΠΑΡΙΣΤΩΝ ........... ΕΥΦΡΟΣΥΝΗΣ, 

νο ca kista παμε. 

ο ο σον. 


9, OXIE ΠΕΡ OYK ΕΔΩΚΑΣ ......... ОФӨАЛ- 
10. МОГУ. ........ ΒΛΕΦΑΡΟΙ͂Σ .. NYETA 


11. ΓΜΟΝ ΕΩΣ OY THN ΨΥΧΗΝ ΚΑΙ TO XQ- 
12. MA TON ΠΑΘΩΝ ΠΛΕΥΘΕΡΩΣΑΣ ΚΑΙ ΣΕ- 


I5: ege ΤΡΙΑΔΟΣ ΘΕΡΑΠΩΝ 
16. ΓΕΝΟΜΕΙ. 
ο ος 


18. OLIE ΠΕΡ ΕΙΣ ΠΑΣΑΝ ΤΗΝ THN ΕΞΗΛΘΕΝ 

19. Н ΦΘΟΓΓΟΣ ΤΩΝ ΚΑΤΟΡΘΩΜΑΤΩΝ ΣΟΥ 

20. ΔΙΟ ΚΑΙ ΕΝ ΤΟΙΣ ΟΥΟΙΣ ΕΥΡΕΣ ΜΙΣΘΟΝ 

21. TON ΚΑΜΑΤΩΝ ΣΟΥ ΤΩΝ ΔΑΙΜΟΝΩΝ 

22. ОЛЕХАХ ........... TON AITEAON 

23. ΕΦΘΑΣΑΣ TA ΤΑΓΜΑΤΑ TON BION 

24. ΑΜΕΜΠΤΩΣ ΕΖΗΔΩΣΑΣ ΠΑΡΡΗΣΙΑΝ 

25. EXON ............ ΑΙΗΣΑΙ EIPH- 

26. NHN ......... ΤΑΙ͂Σ ΨΥΧΑΙ͂Σ ΗΜΩΝ 

Сокращения — строки 1:9 19 ΠΕΡ - πατέρ, строка 2 ΑΝΟΙΣ -- ἀνθρώποις, 13 - 
ΠΤΟΣ - πνεύματος, 14 ХХ - Χριστός, ПРІ - Πατρί, 20 ΟΥΟΙ͂Σ -- οὐρανοῖς 


8 Автор считает чтение ἐμέ более поздним и, соответствено чтение ἡμᾶς более древним πο 
трем основаниям. 


1. Мы имеем чтение ἡμᾶς в древнейшей рукописи т.е. - ПБ, Греч. ΝΤ (что само по себе, 
однако, еще недостаточно веский аргумент). 2. Чтение ἡμᾶς несет в себе так сказать, 
общинный, соборный смысл, а чтение ἐμέ - более индивидуальный, персоналистический, и 
поэтому является скорее всего принадлежностью более поздней эпохи (замена 1 лица 
множественного числа на единственное в византийской церковной традиции - не редкость). 3. 
Множественное число более логично в контексте стихиры: ср. ἀνυμνήσωμεν, τὴν ἡμῶν 
κάθαρσιν, ἀντλήσωμεν чем единственное. 
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Первая стихира в справочнике ΦΟΠΡΕΡΗ неизвестна. Начало текста первой 


стихиры также издано ΤΜΠΙΕΗΠΟΡΦΟΜ. Первая стихира частично реконструируется 
так: 


“OOE πάτερ. 

ἔλαμψαν τὰ ἔργα σου 

οὐ µόνον ἐν ἀνθρώποις, 

ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν ἀγγέλοις. 

θεράπων Χριστοῦ γὰρ 

τῇ ἀσκήσει σου 

ἀνεδείχθης, ἐφαίδρυνέν σου ........ τῷ 

Θεῷ παριστῶν 

εὐφροσύνης ... 

Вторая стихира не обретается B службе св. Антонию, HO находится B службе св. 


преподобному Евфимию (20. января) (8) : 


Ὅσιε πάτερ, 

οὐκ ἔδωκας ὕπνον σοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς, 
οὐδὲ τοῖς βλεφαροῖς σου νυσταγμόν, 
ἕως οὗ τὴν ψυχὴν καὶ τὸ σῶμα 

τῶν πάθων ἠλεθέρωσας, 

καὶ σεαυτὸν ἡτοίμασας, 

τοῦ Πνεύματος καταγώγιον 

ἐλθὼν γὰρ ὁ Χριστὸς σὺν τῷ Πατρί, 
μονὴν παρά σοι ἐποιήσατο, 

καὶ τῆς ὁμοουσίου Τριάδος 

θεράπων, γενόμενος, 

μεγαλοκήρυξ Εὐθύμιε, 

πρέσβευε ὑπὲρ τῶν ψυχῶν ἡμῶν. 
Третья стихира засвидетельствована для служб нескольким святым — преп. 


Арсению Великому, Евфимию Великому, Макарию Великому и преп. Антонию 
Великому. Последнее более вероятно, как по хронологической близости памяти 
святого Антония (17 января) к дню Богоявления (6 января) так и потому, что ниже 
читается имя Αντώνιε (f. 2) verso, и наконец — атрибутируется канон св. Антонию. 


Е. 2. Фрагменты канона Антонию Великому 

1 строка. Не читается. 

2 строка. Инициал Т. 

2. ТОМ ΕΝΚΡΑΤΕΙΑ KAI ПОМОГ; TON ΠΑΘΩΝ. 

3. ТОМ ТАРАХОМ ΤΕΛΕΙΩΣ ΚΑΤΑΡΓΗΣΑΝΤΑ 

4. ТОМ ХОФОМ ANTONION 

Данный текст соответствует второму троларю первой песни канона св. 


Антонию Великому, содержащегося в криптоферрарской рукописи XI века:!! 


9 
10 


Tóv ἐγκρατείᾳ καὶ πόνοις 


MR, & У, р. 51. 
M.R., t. Ш, p. 268. 


τῶν πάθων τὸν ταραχὸν 

τελείως καταργήσαντα 

τὸν σοφὸν ᾽Αντώνιον 

ἀπαύστως ἀνυμνήσωμεν. 

Строки 5-10 почти He читаются. Вероятно это -- второй тропарь первой песни 
канона (не соответствующий тексту италийской рукописи). 


ЭФ ον ο ΝΑΣ ΚΩ 
6. ON... nr AYTOY 
JO seis NON EN 
РОИ АТО 

ο ο ον ΑΥΤΟΝ ΙΚΕ 


10. TEYE ΣΩΣΑΙ ΤΑΣ ΨΥΧΑΣ ΗΜΩΝ 
11 строка: Начало следующего тропаря канона (вероятно - третьей песни): 
11. ОХ ХРЕОХ ΕΤΗΣΙ͂ΟΝ............ 
12:5: xe ΑΠΑΥΣΤΟΣ TIMHX 
13. OMEN ANTONIOY THN MNHMHN 
14 EN ΥΜΝΟΙΣ ΔΟΞΑΖΩΝΤΕΣ 
Этот текст соответствует первому тропарю третьей песни Канона Антонию 
Великому:12 
Ὡς χρέος ἐτήσιον 
καὶ κλητὴν ἑορτὴν 
τοῦ θεοφόρου ἅπαντας 
ἀπαύστως τιμήσωμεν 
᾽Αντωνίου τὴν μνήμην 
ἐν ὕμνοις δοξάζοντες. 
Строки 15-19 – следующий тропарь канона: 
. 15. ХМ ZOOAOTHN 
16. .....ЕШ ΤΗΣ ΓΗΣ ΑΛΗΘΩΣ 


19. ПРОФН......МЕ............... 

Сокращение - XN Χριστόν 

Строки 15-16 ответствуют тропарю третьей песни канона CB. Антонию:13 
Χριστὸν τὸν Ζωοδότην Θεὸν 

μεγάλως ἠρίστευσας 

ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἀληθῶς. 

17-19 строки - не разбираются. 

20 строка - начало следующей стихиры: 

21. ОУК EXTI ANTONIE MONAZONTON XO- 


!! Опубликована в Analecta hymnica graeca eruta e codicibus Italiae inferioris. losephi SicHIRO 
consilio et ductu edita, t. V, Canones Januarii. Alcestis PROIOU collegit et instruxit, Roma 1971, 
р. 292 (далее – Analecta hymnica). 

12 Analecta hymnica, p. 294. 
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23:KAL Lee eem 


Строки 21-24 соответствуют третьему тропарю третьей песни канона Антонию 
Великому: 14 

Οὔκ ἐστιν ᾿Αντώνιε 

μοναζόντων χορὸς 

ἐν σπηλαίοις καὶ ὄρεσι 

ἢ ἐν ἐρήμοις 

ἢ ἐν ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις 

ὃς οὐκ εὐφραίνεται 

Πάτερ ἐν τῇ μνήμῃ σου. 

27 строка - начало следующего тропаря: 

27. EYAITEAIKON PHMATON ΕΠΑΚΟΥΣΑΣ 

28 onn ds TOY KOXMOY 


Продолжение - Е. 2 verso 

1. KAI ТОМ УТРОМ ХОУ АРАМЕМОХ TO 

2. КО ОМЕ ΠΕΡ ΗΚΟΛΟΥΘΗΣΑΣ 
Сокращения - УТРОМ - σταυρόν, ΚΩ - κυρίῳ, ΠΕΡ - πάτερ 
Соответствуст первому тропарю четвертой песни канона Антонию Великому: 
Εὐαγγελικῶν ῥημάτων ἐπάκουσας 

Πάντα τὰ τερπνὰ κατέλιπες τοῦ κόσμου 

Καὶ τὸν σταυρόν σου ἀράμενος 

Τῷ Κυρίῳ, ὅσιε πάτερ, ἠκολούθησας. 

(Analecta hymnica, p. 296) 

3 строка. Инициал О. Начало следующей стихиры: 
3. ОЛОМ ΣΕΑΥΤΟΝ ΑΝΕΘΕΣ TO КО ОЛОМ ΣΕ- 
4. АУТОМ ЕХТАУРОХАХ ТО КОХМО ПРОХ 

5. TO BPABEION ....... ΘΕΟΦΟΡΕ АПО- 

6. ΣΚΟΠΩΝ ....... ΚΛΗΣΕΩΣ 

Сокращения — КО - Корю 

Соответствует первому тропарю четвертой песни: 
Ὅλον σεαυτὸν ἀνέθου τῷ Коро 

ὅλον σεαυτὸν ἐσταύρωσας τῷ κόσμῳ 

πρὸς τὸ βραβεῖον, ᾿Αντώνιε θεόφορε. 

ἀποσκοπῶν τῆς ἄνω κλήσεως. 

(Analecta hymnica, p. 296-297) 


14 Analecta hymnica, p. 296. 


5 MR, t. Ш, р. 170. W. CHRIST-K. PARANIKAS, Anthologia graeca carminum christianorum, 
318 Lipsiae 1871, p. 172 (далее — Anthologia). 





F. 2 verso 


Следующая стихира инициал О. 
7. ОЛОМ ΕΔΏΚΑΣ. cem 
SONY msn 


13. Следующая стихира инициал M. 


13. META. u ОМ ANTONIE HEI- 
14, ORAE anne ΤΗΝ OIKHEIN E- 

y e PEN T 

16. I0. ЖОЛ iain 

17. NE ΑΣΜΑΤΩΝ...... 

μμ μμ ΦΑΝΕΝΤΟΣ 

19.220. νά 


Тропари c 7 строки πο 19 не атрибутируются. В тексте изданном в Analecta hym- 
nica после ὅλον σεαυτόν следуют другие тропари, не соответствующие прочитанным 
фрагментам. 

Далее текст не читается. 


319 


320 


Е. 3 recto. Фрагменты, которые отождествляются как 9 песнь Богоявленского 


канона — ирмос ᾿Απορεῖ πᾶσα γλῶσσα. 


Читается инициал А (на первой строке нижнего текста), инициал О 


(приблизительно на 12-13 строке нижнего текста): 


1. ΑΠΟΡΕΙ ΠΑΣΑ ΓΛΩΣΣΑ ........ .... 

Dez IAHTIA AE О ΝΟΥΣ ΚΑΙ ΥΠΕΡΚΟΣ- 

3. ΜΙΟΣ YMNEIN .. .... ... ΑΓΑΘΗ 

Сравни: 

᾿Απορεῖ πᾶσα γλῶσσα εὐφημεῖν кот ἀξίαν, ἰλιγγιᾷ δὲ 

ὁ νοῦς καὶ ὑπερκόσμιος ὑμνεῖν σε Θεοτόκε, ὅμως ἀγαθὴ 
ὑπάρχουσα τὴν πίστιν δέχου' καὶ γὰρ τὸν πόθον οἶδας, τὸν 
ἔνθεον ἡμῶν: Σὺ γὰρ Χριστιανῶν εἶ Προστάτις, σὲ μεγαλύνομεν. 
Далее текст не читается. 


Е. 3 verso 
Три стихиры Богоявления, соответствующие доныне употребляемым Ha 


„Господи воззвах“ на великой вечерни Богоявления, приписывались Иоанну Монаху 
— 1. Τὸν φωτισμὸν ἡμῶν, 2. Τὰ Ἰωρδάνεια ῥεῖθρα, 3. Τοῦ Λυτρωτοῦ ἡμῶν.ί6 


4. Начало стихиры, соответствующей доныне употребляемой стихире на 


Великое Освящение воды, приписываемой св. Софронию Великому (конец - на 
листе 1): 


16 


1. TON ΦΟΤΙΣΜΟΝ ΗΜΩΝ ТОМ ΦΩΤΙ- 
2. LANTA ΠΑΝΤΑ ANON ΙΔΩΝ О IIPOAPO- 
3. МОЎ ΒΑΠΤΙΣΘΗΝΑΙ ΠΑΡΑΓΕΝΟΜΕ- 

4. NON XAIPEI TH VYXH KAI TPEMEI 
5. ТН ΧΕΙΡΙ ΔΕΙΚΝΥΣΙΝ AYTON ΚΑΙ AE- 
6. TEI ΤΟΙ͂Σ ΛΑΟΙ͂Σ IAE О AYTPOY- 

7. MENOX TON .. ΕΛΕΥΘΕΡΩΝ HMAX 
Reg eege 

9. .HMON, ΔΟΞΑ ΣΟΙ 

Соответствует Богоявленской стихире, приписываемомой Иоанну Монаху: 
Tóv φωτισμὸν ἡμῶν 

τὸν φωτίσαντα πάντα ἄνθρωπον 

ἰδὼν ὁ Πρόδρομος 

βαπτισθῆναι παραγενόμενον, 

χαίρει τῇ ψυχῇ 

καὶ τρέμει τῇ χειρὶ 

δείκνυσιν αὐτὸν 

καὶ λέγει τοῖς λαοῖς 

Ἴδε ὁ λυτρούμενος τὸν [σραήλ, 

ὁ ἐλευθερῶν ἡμᾶς, ἐκ τῆς φθοράς, 

ὦ ἀναμάρτητε, Χριστὲ ὁ Θεὸς ἡμῶν, 

δόξα σοι. 

(MR, Ш, p.124) 


См. эти три стихиры B M. R., t. Ш, p. 124. 


10. TA IOPAANEIA ΡΕΙΘΡΑ ΣΕ ΤΗΝ ΠΗΓΗΝ ΕΔΕΞΑ- 
11. ТО ΚΑΙ О ΠΑΡΑΚΛΗΤΟΣ ..... ΠΕΡΙΣΤΕΡΑΣ 

12. KATHPXHTO KAINEI KOPY®HN O ΚΛΙΝΑΣ 

13. ΚΡΑΖΕΙ ΚΑΙ ............ 

14. ΠΛΑΣΤΟΥΡΓΩ .MOI ΕΠΙΤΑΣΣΕΙΣ 

15. ΤΑ ΥΠΕΡ EME ΕΓΩ XPEIAN ......... 

16. ΒΑΠΤΙΣΜΟΥ Ω ANAMAPTHTE XE O ΘΣ H- 

17. MON ΔΟΞΑ .. 

Текст соответствует третьей cruxupe Богоявления на „Господи воззвах“: 
Τὰ Ἰορδάνεια ῥεῖθρα σὲ τὴν ппуйу ἐδέξατο, кой ὁ 
Παράκλητος, ἐν εἴδει Περιστερᾶς κατήρχετο, κλίνει κορυφήν ὁ 
κλίνας οὐρανούς, κράζει καὶ βοᾷ πηλὸς τῷ πλαστουργῷ. τί 
μοί ἐπιτάττεις τὰ ὑπὲρ ἐμέ ἐγὼ χρείαν ἔχω τοῦ σου 
βαπτισμοῦ ὦ ἀναμάρτητε, Χριστὲ ὁ Θεὸς ἡμῶν, δόξα σοι. 
(М.К., t.III, p. 124) 

18. TOY AYTPOTOY ... ... AOYAOY 

19. BAIITIZOMENOY .. TH TOY ΠΤΟΣ ΠΑ- 

20. ΡΟΥΣΙΑ MAPTYPOYMENOY ΕΦΡΙΞΑΝ 

21. ΟΡΩΣΑΙ AITEAQN .... ΦΩΝΗ 

22.ΟΥΝΟΘΕΝ HNHXOH ΕΚ ΠΡΟΣ OYTOX 

23.ΟΝ ΠΡΟΔΡΟΜΟΣ ΧΕΙΡΟΘΕΤΕΙ ΥΙΟΣ 


29:32 ΔΟΞΑ ΣΟΙ 

Соответствует второй стихире Богоявления на „Господи воззвах“: 
Τοῦ Λυτρωτοῦ ἡμῶν 

ὑπὸ δούλου βαπτιζομένου 

καὶ τῇ τοῦ Πνεύματος παρουσίᾳ 
μαρτυρουμένου 

ἔφριξαν ὁρῶσαι, 

ἀγγέλων στρατιαί, 

φωνὴ δὲ οὐρανόθεν 

ἠνέχθη ἐκ Πατρὸς 

οὗτος бу ὁ Πρόδρομος χειροθετεῖ, 

ὑιός µου ὑπάρχει ὁ ἀγαπητός, 

ἐν ᾧ ηὐδόκησα, 

Χριστέ ὁ Θεὸς ἡμῶν, δόξα σοι. 

(M.R., Ш, p. 124) 

26. ANYMNHXOMEN ΟΙ ΠΙΣΤΟΙ THX IIE- 


28. ΜΕΓΕΘΟΣ EN … TO ... IAPA- 

29. ΠΤΩΜΑΤΙ ΓΕΝΟΜΕΝΟΣ ΑΝΣ 

Соответствует началу стихири ἀνυμνήσωμεν οἱ πιστοί (cM. текст выше - M.R., 
ЕШ, p. 142). 

Относительно первых трех стихир следует отметить, что их последовательность 
отличается от современной, но совпадает с последованием изложенным в древних 
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стихирарях и минеях, B частности B Стихираре Ватопедского монастыря (начало XII 
века) (ПБ, Греч. 227 лист 77) и Минее ХП-ХШ века (ПБ, Греч. 1), а также в 
афонских стихирарях и минеях Х-Х] веков. Стихира „Воспоим вернии“ судя по всему 
завершала данное последование. 


F.4 Стихиры неизвестной принадлежности, почти не читаются. 
(Возможно — окончание канона Антонию Великому). 
Recto 1. EIPHNEYZON TON KOXMON ATAOE KAT ΣΩ- 


3. TON ΠΑΝΤΩΝ КЕ О or ΩΣ ΦΙΛΑΝΟΣ 

4. ΕΝ ΤΟΙΣ ATIOIZ ANA... 

23. TO ЕРУМА....................... 

Сокращения ~ KE ~ κύριε, OL - Θεός, ΦΙΛΑΝΟΣ - φιλάνθρωπος!7 

Ha оборотной стороне читаются отдельные буквы. Вероятно заключал в себе 
стихиры на Сретение (по крайней мере стихиру Κατακόσμησον τὸν νυμφῶνα σου 
Σιών), поскольку на листе 7 (принадлежавшем к той же тетради до смытия 
греческого текста) мы имеем лишь продолжение этой стихиры (см. ниже), на 
нижнем поле виден крест в круге, что, возможно, означает начало нового 
последования. 


Е. 5. Содержит фрагменты 4-6 песни Богоявленского канона, приписываемого 
св. Косьме Маиумскому. Verso 4-5 песнь, recto - 5-6. При определении recto и verso 
данного листа произошла ошибка, recto - 1 инициал > - начало 1 тропаря 5 песни 
Συνελθόντων ἀπείρων λαῶν: 

1. ΣΥΝΕΛΘΟΝΤΩΝ ΑΠΕΙΡΩΝ ΛΑΩΝ 

2.ΙΩΑΝΝΟΥ ΒΑΠΤΙΣΘΗΝΑΙ ΑΥΤΟΣ ΕΝ 

3. MELO ΕΣΤΗ ΠΡΟΣΕΦΟΝΕΙ 


4. ΤΟΙΣ ΠΑΡΟΥΣΙ ........... ΑΠΕΙΘΕΙΣ 
Осанна. ΜΕΛΛΟΥΣΑΝ 
бане EKTEAEITAI 

7. ПАРОМ ...... EIPHNN XAPIZETAI 
Сравни: 


Συνελθόντων ἀπείρων λαῶν ὑπὸ Ἰωάννου βαπτισθῆναι, αὐτὸς ἐν μέσῳ ἔστη, 
προσεφώνει δὲ τοῖς παροῦσι. Τίς ἔδειξεν, ἀπειυείς, τὴν ὀργὴν ὑμῖν ἐκκλῖναι τὴν 
μέλλουσαν; καρποὺς ἀξίους Χριστῷ, ἐκτελεῖτε. παρὼν γὰρ νῦν εἰρήνην χαρίζεται.18 

Строки 8 - 14. 

Третий тропарь пятой песни канона - Γεωργὸς ὁ καὶ δημιουργός: 

8. ГЕОРГОХ .. ΔΗΜΙΟΥΡΓΟΣ... 

9. ΕΣΤΗΚΩΣ....ΑΠΑΝΤΩΝ.. 


U В справочнике Фольери. (E. FOLLIERI, Initia hymnorum graecorum, Città del Vaticano 1960, t. 
2, p. 250 (далее — FOLLIERI, Initia) присутствует тропарь со сходным началом, относящийся, 
однако, к „Антифонам“ Великой Пятницы. 


18 MR, Е ΠΠ. р. 164; Anthologia, р. 170. 


11. ПТУОМ ΧΕΙΡΙΖΟΜΈΝΟΣ.......... 

Γεωργὸς ὁ καὶ Δημιουργός, μέσος ἑστηκὼς ὡς εἷς ἁπάντων, καρδίας ἐμβατεύει. 
καθαρτήριον δὲ πτύον χειρισάμενος, τὴν παγκόσμιον ἅλωνα πανσόφως δήστησι, τὴν 
ἀκαρπίαν φλέγων, εὐκαρποῦσιν αἰώνιον ζωὴν χαριζόμενος. 17 

12 - 14 ne читаются. 

Начало ирмоса 6 песни H φωνὴ τοῦ λόγου, ὁ λύχνος τοῦ φωτός: 

15. ΦΩΝΗ TOY ................ 

16. POTOL.................. 

17. ΠΡΟΔΡΟΜΟΣ ....ЕРНМО..... 

Ἡ φωνὴ τοῦ Λόγου, ὁ λύχνος τοῦ φωτὸς ὁ Ἑωσφόρος, ὁ τοῦ Ἡλίου 
Πρόδρομος, ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ Μετανοεῖτε πᾶσι βοᾷ τοῖς λαοῖς, καὶ προκαθαίρεσθε. ἰδοὺ 
πάρεστι Χριστός, ἐκ φθορᾶς τὸν κόσμον λυτρούμενος.Ζ20 

Далее He читается. 


Verso 5. почти вся четвертая песнь (ирмос и все три тропаря) и ирмос 5 песни: 

1. ОТТ ΕΒΡΟΝΤΗΣΑΣ ΠΟΛΛΩΝ ΕΠΙ ΥΔΑΤΩΝ 

2.ΤΩ ΣΩ ΜΑΡΤΥΡΟΥΜΕΝΟΣ YIO ОЛОХ TE- 

3 ΓΟΝΩΣ ΤΟΥ ΠΑΡΟΝΤΟΣ ΠΝΤΟΣ AE EBOH- 

4. ΣΕΝ .... OY ΣΟΦΙΑ ΚΑΙ AYNAMIX 

Сокращения — OY – Θεοῦ, ΠΝΤΟΣ - Πνεύματος 

Сравни: 

᾿Ακήκοε, Κύριε, φωνῆς σου, бу εἶπας Φωνὴ βοῶντος ἐν ἐρήμῳ ὅτε ἐβρόντησας 
πολλῶν ἐπὶ ὑδάτων, τῷ σῷ μαρτυρούμενος ὑιῷ. ὅλος γεγονὼς τοῦ παρόντος Πνεύματος 
δὲ ἐβόησε. Σὺ εἶ, Χριστός, Θεοῦ σοφία καὶ δύναμις. 21 

Строки 5 — 10. Тропарь ῥυπτόμενον ἥλιον. 

5. PYIITOMENON HAION ........ ΚΗΡΥΞ 

6. BOA TON EKAAMIIPON ........ INA ΣΕ 

7. ΥΔΑΣΙΝ ΑΠΑΥΓΑΣΜΑ THX ΔΟΞΗΣ ПРУ XA- 

8. PAKTHP AIAIOY ...... KAI XOPTOX 

9. ON ΠΥΡΙ ΨΑΥΣΩ THX ΣΗΣ ΘΕΟΤΗΤΟΣ 

10. EY EI XZ OY ΣΟΦΙΑ ΚΑΙ ΔΥΝΑΜΙΣ 

Сокращения — Πατρός 

Второй тропарь 5 песни — ὑπέφηνεν ἔνθεον ἣν εἶχεν ἐυλάβειαν: 

11. ΥΠΕΦΗΝΕΝ ΕΝΘΕΟΝ ....... ΕΥΛΑΒΕΙΑΝ 

12. ΜΟΣΗΣ ................... 

13, BATOY … ФОМНХАМТОХ.....АПЕ- 


Сравни: 
Ὑπέφηνεν ἔνθεον fjv εἶχεν εὐλάβειαν Μοσῆς περιτυχών σοι. ὡς γὰρ τῆς βάτου 


1 М.Е, t. IH, р. 164; Anthologia, р. 170. 
2 MR, C Ш, p. 165; Anthologia, p. 170. 
1 MR, t IIl, p. 163; Anthologia, p. 169. 323 
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σε φωνήσαντα ἠσθήθη, εὐθὺς ἀπεστράφη τὰς ὄψεις. ἐγὼ δὲ πῶς βλέπω σε τρανῶς, 
ἢ πῶς χειροθετήσω σε; σὺ γὰρ Χριστός, Θεοῦ σοφία καὶ δύναμις. 


(MR, Ш, p. 163) 

Ψ ψυχῆς τελῶν ἔμφρονος. 

17. ΨΥΧΗΣ ................ ΛΟΓΩ ΤΙ- 

18. MOMENOX ...EYAABOYMAI EI 
19. TAP ΒΑΠΤΙΣΩ........... ΜΟΥ ΕΣΤ- 


Сравни: 
Ψυχῆς τελῶν ἔμφρονος καὶ λόγῳ τιμώμενος, ἀψύχων εὐλαβοῦμαι. εἰ γὰρ βαπτίσω 


σε, κατήγορόν μοι ἔσται, πυρὶ καπνιζόμενον ὄρος. φυγοῦσα δὲ θάλασσα διχῇ καὶ 
Ἰωρδάνης οὗτος στραφείς. συ γὰρ Χριστός, Θεοῦ σοφία καὶ δύναμις. 


(MR, «Ш, p. 163) 
Строки 23 - 28 — ирмос 5 песни Богоявленского канона: 
23. IHEOYX sus KATAKPI- 


25. ХФМ ................... ΠΕΣΟΝΤΙ 

SE IOPAANH EN O 

ο. ΥΠΕΡΕΧΟΥΣΑΝ 

28. ΠΑΝΤΑ NOYN EIPHNHN ΧΑΡΙΖΕΤΑΙ 

Ἰησοῦς, ὁ ζωῆς ἀρχηγός, λῦσαι τὸ κατάκριμα ἥκει, ᾿Αδὰμ τοῦ πρωτοπλάστου. 


καθαρσίων δὲ ὡς Θεὸς μὴ δεόμενος, τῷ πεσόντι καθαίρεται ἐν τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ. ἐν ᾧ 
τὴν ἔχθραν κτείνας, ὑπερέχουσαν πάντα νοῦν, εἰρήνην χαρίζεται. 22 


Примечание: Инициалы на f. 5 образуют акростих ΡΥΨΙ (и на обратной стороне 


добавляется X), что частично соответствует акростиху Богоявленского канона 
Βάπτισμα ῥύψις γεγηνῶν ἁμαρτάδος. 


Е. 6 recto. Первая и третья песнь сретенского канона, приписываемого CB. 


Косьме Маиумскому.?3 Инициалы образуют часть акростиха ΙΣΤΟΝ Г которая 
соответствует акростиху канона ~ Χριστὸν γεγεθὼς πρέσβυς ἀγκαλίζεται: 


22 
23 


1. Строки 1 - 3. Часть первого тропаря первой песни канона: 

1. EXTH ΑΚΗΡΑΤΟΙΣ ΩΛΕΝΑΙΣ XX EN 

2. МАО ΩΣ ВРЕФОХ AIO ΠΙΣΤΟΙ BOHZOMEN 

3. AZOMEN TO ΚΩ 

Сокращения — XX - Χριστός, KY - Κυρίῳ 

2. Строки 4 - 8. Второй тропарь сретенского канона. Инициал I. 
4. ГХУХАТЕ ΧΕΙ͂ΡΕΣ ΣΥΜΕΩΝ ТО THPEI ANA- 

5. MEINAI......... ΠΑΡΕΙΜΕΝΑΙ 

6. TOY ΠΡΕΣΒΥΤΟΥ ΕΥΘΥΒΟΛΩΣ KINEIZOE 


M.R., t. Ш, p. 164; Anthologia, p. 170. 
M.R., t. III, p. 481; Anthologia, p. 172. 


f RENE XOPEIAN XYN A- 

8. ΣΩΜΑΤΟΙΣ ΣΤΗΣΑΝΤΕΣ ΑΣΩΜΕΝ TO ΚΩ 

Сокращения - ΚΩ - Κυρίῳ 

Сравни: 

Ἰσχύσατε χεῖρες Συμεὼν τῷ γέρα ἀνείμεναι καὶ κνῆμαι παρείµεναι δὲ Πρεσβύτου 


εὐθυβόλως κινεῖσθε Χριστοῦ πρὸς ὑπάντην, χορεῖαν σὺν ᾿Ασωμάτοις στήσαντες, 
αἴσωμεν τῷ Κυρίῳ .... 


3. Строки 9 - 14. Третий тропарь сретенского канона (инициал >): 
9. ΣΥΝΕΣΕΙ......... OYOI ЕУФРАК- 


10. OHTE............ YIIEPOEON 

11: TAP ass ΦΟΙΤΗ- 

19ΣΑΣ er ΠΑΡΘΕΝΟΥ... 

13; s NHHIOX O IIPO IIANTON 
diem 

Сокращения — OYOI - οὐρανοί 
Сравни: 


Συνέσει ταθέντες οὐρανοὶ εὐφράνθήτε, ἀγάλλου δὲ ἡ yñ. ὑπερθέων γὰρ ἐκ 


κόλπων, ὁ τεχνίτης φοιτήσας, Χριστός, ὑπὸ Μητρὸς Παρθένου. Θεῷ Πατρὶ 
προσάγεται, νήσιος ὁ πρὸ πάντων. ἐνδόξως γὰρ δεδόξασται. 


(M.R, .t.TII, p. 481) 
4. Строки 15-17. Ирмос третьей песни канона. Инициал T. 
15. ТО УТЕРЕОМА......... IIEIIOI- 


Сравни: 
Τὸ στερέωμα, τῶν ἐπὶ coi πεποιυότων, στερέωσον, Κύριε, τὴν Ἐκκλησίαν, ἥν 


ἐκτήσω τῷ τιμίῳ σου αἵματι. 24 


5. Строки 18 - 21. Первый тропарь третьей песни канона. Инициал О. 

18. О ΠΡΩΤΟΤΟΚΟΣ EK TOY ΠΡΟΣ AIONIOY 

19. ΠΡΩΤΟΤΟΚΟΣ МНШОХ........ 

20: XEIPA IIPOTEINON EIIE- 

21. ΦΑΝΕ 

Сокращения - ΠΡΟΣ - Πατρός 

Сравни: 

“О πρωτότοκος ἐκ τοῦ Πατρὸς про αἰώνων, Πρωτότοκος νήπιος κόρης ἀφθόρου 


τῷ ᾿Αδὰμ χεῖρα προτείνων ἐπέφανε. 


6. Строки 22 - 24. Второй тропарь третьей песни. Инициал М. 

22. NHIHOPPONA TON ГЕГОМОТА..... 

24. ur ВПЕФАМЕ 

Сравни: 

Νηπιονόφρονα, τὸν γεγονότα ἀπάτῃ Πρωτόπλαστον ἕπαλιν ἐπανορθώσων, Θεὸς 


Λόγος, νηπιάσας ἐπέφανε. 


24 


(MR, Ш, p. 482) 


Ibid. p. 481; Anthologia, ibid. 
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7. Строки 25-26. Третий тропарь третьей песни канона. 
25. ΓΗ͂Σ АПОГОМОМ ..... ΔΡΟΜΗΣΑΣΑΝ 
λος ΣΥΜΜΟΡΦΟΝ 


Е. 6 verso. Строки 1-2. Окончание третьей песни канона и четвертая песнь. 
1.Окончание третьего тропаря третьей песни. 


2. ΝΗΠΙΑΣΑΣ, ......... 

Γῆς ἀπόγονον, παλινδρομήσασαν ταύτῃ, Θεότητος σύμμορφον φύσιν ὁ Πλάστης, 
ὡς ἀτρέπτως νηπιάσας ἀνέδειξε. 

(M.R., t.II, p. 482) 

2. Строки 3-9. Ирмос четвертой песни канона. Инициал E. 

3. EKAAYVEN ΟΥΡΑΝΟΥΣ Н АРЕТН 


din ΚΙΒΩΤΟΥ ΓΑΡ ΠΡΟΕΛΘΩΝ 
να 
а ae 

7.0X ΒΡΕΦΟΣ АГКАЛОФОРОҮ 

8. ΜΕΝΟΣ ..................... 
πώς 


Сравни — ирмос четвертой песни: 

Ἐκάλυψεν οὐρανούς, ἡ ἀρετή σου, Χριστέ. τῆς κιβωτοῦ γὰρ προελθών, τοῦ 
ἁγιάσματός σου τῆς ἀφθόρου Μητρός, ἐν τῷ ναῷ τῆς δόξης σου, ὤφθης ὡς βρέφος 
ἀγκαλοφορούμενος. καὶ ἐπληρώθη τὰ πάντα τῆς σῆς αἰνέσεως.25 

3. Строки 10-15. Фрагменты первого тропаря четвертой песни. Инициал He 


читается. 
ТО θες АПОРРН- 
Ti: TON tee 
12. ON УФ АГЮОУ .................... 
ТЭ ЛОГОМ XN ΕΝΑΓΚΑ- 


14. AIZOY KPAZON.............. 

15. ТА ΠΑΝΤΑ ............... 

Сравни: 

Γηθόμενος Συμεών, τῶν ἀπορρήτων роста, ἡ Θεοτόκος ἐβόα ὃν ὑφ᾽ Αγίου πάλαι, 
κεχρεμάτισαι, Πνεύματος νηπιάσαντα, Λόγον Χριστὸν ἐναγκαλίζου κράζων αὐτῷ 
Ἐπληρώθη τὰ πάντα τῆς σῆς αἰνέσεως. 

(M.R., Ш, р. 482-483) 

Текст c 16 πο 22 строку почти не читается. Судя по количеству знаков и одному 
разбираемому слову δεσπότην, соответствующему следующему стиху Τοῦ νόμου 
ποιητὴν καὶ δεσπότην заключал в себе третий тропарь четвертой песни канона 16 — 
18 не читается. 
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5. Текст на строках 23 — 26 почти не читается. Очевидно заключал в себе третий 
тропарь канона (судя по разбираемым словам παρθένῳ ἐποχούμενον, которые 
соответствуют стиху ὡς ἐν θρόνῳ χερουβικῷ, παρθένῳ ἐποχούμενον). (Количество 
знаков, размещающихся на строке (в строках 23-24 буквы Ha данной странице) B 
принципе подтверждает это предположение). 


EE КЕДЕЙКАН 
E 

κα ПАРОЕМО ΕΠΟΧΟΥ- 
26. MENON ..................... 


Е. 7 recto. Нижний текст заключает в себе три стихиры Ha Сретение, первые две 
из которых отождествляются и соответствуют доныне употребляющимся стихирам 
на литии, Κατακόσμησον τὸν νυμφῶνα σου Liv. Τὸν ἐκλάμψαντα πρὸ αἰώνων. 
Третья стихира отождествлению He поддается. 

1. Строки 1-8. Стихира Κατακόσμησον.... Начало утеряно (вероятно - f. 4 v. 

. ПУАНМ ΑΥΤΗ ГАР OPONOX ΧΕΡΟΥΒΙΚΟΣ 

. ANEAIXOH ΑΥΤΗ ΒΑΣΤΑΖΕΙ TON ΒΑΣΙΛΕΑ 
. THE ΔΟΞΗΣ МЕФЕЛН ΦΩΤΟΣ ΥΠΑΡΧΕΙ 

.Н ПАРОЕМОХ ΦΕΡΟΥΣΑ EN ΣΑΡΚΙ YN 


о 3 Ch tA + OQ Ὁ — 
= 
ο. 
Š 
Fri 
© 
M 
e 
© 
"ο 
© 
< 


Сокращения - YN -- υἱόν 

Karakóouncov τὸν νυμφῶνα σου Σιών, kai ὑπόδεξαι τὸν Βασιλέα Χριστόν, 
ἄσπασαι τὴν Μαριάμ, τὴν ἐπουράνιον πύλην. αὕτη γὰρ θρόνος Χερουβικὸς ἀνεδείχθη. 
αὕτη βαστάζει τὸν Βασιλέα τῆς δόξης. νεφέλη φωτὸς ὑπάρχει ἡ παρθένος, φέρουσα 
ἐν σαρκὶ Ὑιὸν πρὸ Ἑωσφορου ὃν λαβῶν Συμεὼν ἐν ἀγκαλαῖς αὐτοῦ, ἐκήρυξε λαοῖς, 
Δεσπότην αὐτοῦ εἶναι, ζωῆς καὶ τοῦ θανάτου, καὶ Σωτῆρα τοῦ κόσμου. 26 

2. Строки 9-19. Стихира Τὸν ἐκλάμφαντα: 

9. TON ΕΚΛΑΜΨΑΝΤΑ ΠΡΟ ΑΙΩΝΩΝ ΕΚ ΠΡΣ 

10. ЕМ....А......МНТРАХ ΠΑΡΘΕΝΙΚΗΣ 

11. ФЕРОУХА ..NAO H ΑΠΕΙΡΟΓΑΜΟΣ 

12. МНР .......... ΝΟΜΟΘΕΤΗΣΑΝΤΑ 


16. ΕΝΤΙ .ΔΕΞΑΜΕΝΟΣ EN ΧΕΡΣΙ ΣΥΜΕΩΝ 

17. ΗΓΑΛΛΙΑΣΑΤΟ BOON OX ΥΠΑΡΧΕΙ ОУТОХ 

18. ΠΡΙ ΣΥΝΑΙΔΙΟΣ ................. 

TO een 

Сокращения - IPE -- Πατρός, XN - Χριστόν, ПРІ - Πατρί, МНР - µητήρ, ΘΣ - 
Θεός 

Tov ἐκλάμψαντα про αἰώνων ἐκ Πατρός, ἐπέἐσχάτων δὲ ἐκ μήτρας παρθενικῆς, 


% MR, t. III, p. 479. 
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φεροῦσα ἐν τῷ ναῷ ἡ ἀπειρόγαμος Μήτηρ τὸν ἐν Σιναίῳ νομοθετήσαντα ὄρει, τῇ 
διατάξει τῇ νομικῇ πειθαρχοῦντα, προσῆγεν Ἱερεῖ πρεσβύτῃ καὶ δικαίῳ, Χριστὸν τὸν 
Κύριον ἰδεῖν χρηµατισθέντι ὃν δεξάμενος Συμεὼν ἐν ταῖς ἀγκάλαις αὐτοῦ, 
ἠγαλλιάσατο βοῶν. Θεὸς ὑπάρχει οὗτος Πατρὶ συναῖδιος, καὶ Λυτρωτῆς τῶν ψυχῶν 
ἡμῶν. 

(MR, t.III, p. 479) 

3. Строки 21-25. Неатрибутированная стихира: 

T 

20. TON AMHTOPA ΠΡΟ ΑΙΩΝΩΝ ГЕММНӨЕМТА 

21. ΚΑΙ ΑΠΑΤΟΡΑ ΣΑΡΚΩΘΕΝΤΑ EN ΕΣΧΑΤΟΙΣ 

22. ΕΙΣ ....АФРАХТОХ ΤΕΚΟΥ͂ΣΑ .. 

23. ӨНХАМТІ........................... 

24. ΠΕΡ TOY ΠΑΝΤΩΝ ПЛАУТОУРГОУ ΠΡΟΣ- 

25. ΦΕΡΕΙ......... УП ΑΡΧΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΕΞΟΥΣΙΩΝ 

Примечание - в первой стихире есть основание подозревать разночтение -- ἐν 
σαρκὶ ὑιὸν πρὸ ἑωσφόρου αἰώνων ὃν λαβὼν Συμεών. вместо ἐν σαρκὶ ὑιὸν πρὸ 
ἑωσφόρου bv λαβὼν Συμεών. Во-первых, в строке 5 есть пространство для 5-6 знаков, 
лишних по сравнению с текстом Μηναῖα ἐν Ῥώμῃ. Во-вторых, Минея XII века дает 
следующее чтение πρὸ ἑωσφόρου ὑιὸν πρὸ αἰώνων. Соответственно, в нашем тексте 
мог быть контаминированный вариант. 

2. Во второй стихире имеется явное разночтение — δεξάμενος ἐν χερσὶ Συμεών, в 
то время как римское издание (и некоторые рукописи ХП-ХШ века) дают 
следующее чтение Συμεὼν δεξάμενος ἐν ταῖς ἀγκαλαῖς αὐτοῦ. 

3. Чтение третьей стихиры BO многом является гипотетическим. 


F. 7 verso. 1-13 строки не читаются. Возможно, нижний текст содержит стихиру 
᾿Ανοιγέσθω ἡ πύλη τῶν οὐρανῶν, поскольку в самом конце стихиры (14 строка) 
читается KOXMON ХОХАТ, что соответствует концу стихирь Ὁ ἐλθὼν εἰς τὸν 
κόσμον σῶσαι γένος ἀνθρώπων, Κύριε δόξα ooi. Далее следует акростих 
Сретенского канона, целиком соответствующий современному (Χριστὸν γεγηθὼς 
Πρέσβυς ἀγκαλίζεται2δ Что весьма важно, прочитывается слово Κανών. Затем — 
первый ирмос — строки 17-22 и первый тропарь ῥανάτωνσαν ὕδωρ νεφέλαι 
Сретенского канона, который продолжается на фрагменте номер 6. 

14. КОХМОМ ХОХА!.................. 


19-22 не читается 
23. hits ΝΕΦΕΛΑΙ ΗΛΙΟΣ E- 
24. М ΝΕΦΕΛΗ ГАР ΚΟΥΦΗ ΕΠΟΧΟΥΜΕΝΟΣ, 


7 MR, t. III, p. 481. 
28 Ibid.; Anthologia, p. 172. 


F. 8 - 7 ú ὃ песнь Богоявленского канона. Ясно различимые инициалы образуют 
часть акростиха МОМ АМАРТ, что явно соответствует akpocruxy Βάπτισμα ῥύψις 
γεγηνῶν ἁμαρτάδος. 2? Отметим, что ТИШЕНДОРФ издал начало 8 песни, не интер- 
претировав, однако, его. 

Recto. 7 песнь. 

1. Строки 1 - 7. Ирмос. 

1. NEOYZ ΕΥΣΕΒΕΙΣ ...... ПРОХ- 

2. ОМТАНХАМТАХ AIAXYPIZON .. ΔΡΟΣΩ 

3. ABAABEIX ........ ....... АГГЕ- 

AAAOY asinis 

5. APOXIZOMENOI................. 

бы TON ПАТЕРОМ........ 

Tuer 

Νέους εὐσεβεῖς, καμίνῳ πυρὸς προσομιλήσαντας, διασυρίζον πνεῦμα δρόσου, 
ἀβλαβεῖς διεφύλαξε, καὶ θείου ᾿Αγγέλου συγκατάβασις. ὅθεν ἐν φλογὶ δροσιζόμενοι, 
εὐχαρίστως ἀνέμελπον. ὑπερύμνητε, ὁ τῶν Πατέρων Κύριος καὶ Θεὸς εὐλογητὸς ci?! 

2. Первый тропарь Ὡς ἐν οὐρανῷ σὺν τρόμῳ καὶ θαύματι ... Строки 10-16. 

10.ΩΣ EN ΟΥΝΩ ΣΥΝ ΤΡΟΜΩ.............. 

11 - 16 не читаются. 

3. Начало следующего тропаря Νεφέλη ποτὲ καὶ θάλασσα θείου προεικόνιζε 
Βαπτίσματος τὸ θαῦμα: 

17. NEPEAH ... ΚΑΙ ΘΑΛΑΣΣΑ ..IIPO- 

18. EIKONIZON............... 

19-23 не читается. 

4. Начало третьего тропаря. “Απαντες πιστοί: 

24. ΑΠΑΝΤΕΣ ................... 

Далее текст не читается. 


F. 8 verso. 8. песнь. Ирмос. 

1. MYXTHPION ΠΑΡΑΔΟΞΟΝ Н BABYAONOX 
2. ΕΔΕΙΞΕ KAMINOZ ΠΗΓΑΣΑΣΑ ΔΡΟΣΟΝ- 
3. ΟΤΙ PIOPON ............. ΠΥΡ ΕΙΣΔΕ- 

4. ХЕХ®А!.................... 





ο. ΤΟΝ ΚΤΙΣΤΗΝ 
7. ON. ΕΥ̓ΛΟΓΟΥΣΙ................ 


Μυστήριον παράδοξον ἡ Βαβυλῶνος ἔδειξε кашуос πηγάσασα δρόσον. ὅτι 
ῥείθροις ἐμελλεν ἄὔλον πῦρ εἰσδέχεσθαι ὁ Ιωρδάνης, καὶ στέγειν σαρκί βαπτιζόμενον 
τὸν Κτίσιν, ὃν εὐλογοῦσιν λαοὶ καὶ ὑπερυφοῦσιν εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 

Разночтение -- PIOPON - ῥείθροις 


2 М.К. t. HI p. 158; Anthologia, р. 169. 
30 Anecdota sacra, p. 11. 
51. Anthologia, p. 171.; MR, t. Ш, p. 167. 329 


Первый тропарь ᾿Απόθου φόβον ἅπαντα: 

9. ΑΠΟΘΟΥ ..... AIIANTA O AYTPOTHX 

10. TO. .......... ΕΦΗΣΕΝ EMOI AE ΠΕΙΘ- 

11. ΑΡΧΕΙ ....... ΠΡΟΣΕΛΘΕ TOYTO.. 

12. ...IIEPYKA EMOI ПРОХТАГ- 

13. MATI......KAI ΒΑΠΤΙΣΟΝ ME ΣΥΓΚΑ- 

14. TABANTA ON ΕΥΛΟΓΟΥΣΙ ΛΑΟΙ 

Второй тропарь канона - Ρημάτων ὡς ἀκήκοεν 

15. PHMATON ΩΣ AKHKOEN О ΒΑΠΤΙΣΤΗΣ 

16. TOY AEXIIOTOY ΣΥΝΤΡΟΜΟΣ ΠΑΛΑ- 

17. ΜΗΝ ...... ΧΕΙΡΑΠΤΗΣΑΣ ΟΜΩΣ 

18. ....КОРУФНМ TOY ΠΛΑΣΤΟΥ AY- 

19. TOY ТО ΒΑΠΤΙΣΘΕΝΤΙ EBOA ATIAZON 

20. EY TAP OL MOY ON ΕΥΛΟΓΟΥΣΙ ...... 

Сокращения - OL — Θεός 

Начало следующего тропаря. 

21. ΤΡΙΑΔΟΣ H ......... IQPAANH 

22. TETONEN ........ YIIEPOEOX ΦΥΣΙΣ 

23.0 ПНР ΕΦΩΝΗΣΕ 

ο νο 

25... ΕΧΛΟΓΟΥΣΙ. ΛΑΟΙ 

Сокращения - ПНР - Πατήρ 

Сравни: 

Τριάδος fj φανέρωσις, ἐν Ἰορδάνῃ γέγονεν. αὕτη γὰρ ὑπέρθεος φύσις. ὁ Πατὴρ 
ἐφώνησεν. Οὗτος ὁ βαπτιζοµενος. Ὑιὸς ὁ ἀγάπητός µου; τὸ Πνεῦμα συμπαρῆν τῷ 
ὁμοίῳ. ὅν εὐλογοῦσι Aaoi. καὶ ὑπερυψοῦσι εἰς πάντας τοὺς αἰῶνας.δ2 

Примечание: почти везде припев Ha 8 песни отличается oT традиционного ὃν 
εὐλογοῦσι οἱ λαοί вместо ὃν εὐλογοῦσιν oi λαοὶ кой ὑπερυψοῦσι εἴς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 

Е. 8 явно является продолжением f.5, как и f. 6 - продолжением f. 7 

Следует отметить, что перед нами целая тетрадь quaternion. 

Реконструируемая последовательность листов - f. 5 recto, verso, f. 8 r.,v., 3 recto, 
3 verso, 1 recto, 1verso, 2 recto 2 verso, 4 verso 4 recto, 7 recto - 7 verso, 6 recto - 6 verso. 
(Вероятно folia 3 4, составляющие один большой лист, φύλλον, были перегнуты в X 
веке при создании грузинского сборника.) Следовательно, в начале идет 
Богоявленский канон (folia 5, 8, 3 recto) затем — Богоявленские стихиры, из которых 
одна доныне сохраняемая в качестве водосвятной (f. 3 verso, f. 1 recto). Затем 
следуют стихиры и, может быть, канон Антонию Великому - f. 1 verso f. 2, f. 4 recto 
(N), затем Сретенские стихиры ~ f. 4 verso ff. 7 recto 7 verso, затем, Сретенский канон 
f. 7 verso {.6. 

Ясно, что данный материал нуждается B серьзном осмыслении, пока рано делать 
широкие обобщения. И все же возможно сделать некоторые выводы. 

1. Мы имеем достаточно четкую хронологическую последовательность — 
праздник Святых Светов Господних - 6 января, память преподобного Антония 
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Великого - 17 января и, наконец, праздник Сретения — 2 февраля.33 При сравнитель- 
ной ненасыщенности календаря VI века праздниками, для столь фрагментарного 
сборника минейного типа это немало. Соответственно появляется возможность 
относить зарождение минеи, как типа богослужебной книги к более ранней эпохе. 
Если раньше самыми древними минейными сборниками считались грузинские 
„Иадгари“ VIII-IX веков, 34 то теперь мы имеем исходную точку отсчета для истории 
греческой минеи (как типа богослужебной книги). 

2. В данной рукописи мы имеем оригинальный и достаточно архаичный 
материал для реконструкции палестинского бдения VI века (для этой работы 
безусловно потребуется отдельная статья). В качестве первичной интерпретации, 
необходимой при издании памятника, автор считает нужным отметить следующее. 

Богоявленские стихиры, следующие непосредственно за Богоявленским 
каноном, скорее всего стихословились не на „Хвалитех“, а присутствовали на 
„Господи воззвах“ на вечерни, которая следовала за бдением, в составе коего был 
канон. На первоначальное положение их на вечерне, как кажется, указывает 
совпадение их последовательности с последованием древних стихирарей и миней (см. 
выше). | 

Интересно, что в иерусалимском „Иадгари“ (V-VIII век) стихиры Τὸν φωτισμὸν 
ἡμῶν, τὰ Ἱωρδάνεια ῥεῖθρα в несколько другой, возможно, более архаичной редак- 
ции, присутствуют на Богоявленской литургии как тропари умовения рук, глас 
вторый,3° что (хотя и маловероятно), может указывать на первоначальное их 
положение в составе вечерни. Сам характер этой вечерни нуждается в исследовании. 
Что важно — вышеупомянутые стихиры присутствуют в первой редакции 
„Иадгари“.36 

3. Из стихир, посвященных св. Антонию Великому, атрибутируются две 
стихиры, из них святому Антонию сейчас принадлежит только одна Ὅσιε πάτερ εἰς 
πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν, которая ныне находится на литии, а судя по рукописи 7 очевидно, B 
древности стихословилась на „Господи воззвах“, равно как и две предшествующие ей 
стихиры. To, что вышеупомянутая стихира, как и стихира Ὅσιε Πάτερ, οὐκ ἔδωκας 
ὕπνον τοῖς σοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς употребляется ныне также для праздника cB. Евфимию, a 
в древности — как мы видим — для праздника св. Антонию — не случайно. Очевидно, 
праздник св. Антонию послужил основой и образцом для празднования памятей 
прочих египетских святых, а из гимнографического материала праздника Антонию 
Великому делались обильные заимствования, облегченные ΤΕΜ, что имена Εὐθύμιος, 
᾿Αρσένιος, и т.д. метрически соответствуют имени ᾿Αντώνιος. 


33 М. TARCHNICHVILI, Le grand lectionaire de Jerusalem, Luvain 1960 (= Corpus scriptorum 
Christianorum orientalium, t. 188. Scriptores iberici, pars secunda) pp. 19, 28, 34. 


34 К. С. КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ, Литургические грузинские памятники и их значение, Тифлис 1912, стр. 
328 (далее - КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ). 

35 ΚΕΚΕΠΜΠΡΕ, стр. 357. Грузинская версия этих стихир, в особенности, ~ „просвещение 
наще“ несет в себе целый ряд архаических черт, что позволяет предположить редакцию более 
древнюю, чем в греческом тексте (меньше параллелизмов, больше прямых цитат из Писания 
— ближе к центону, в то время, как греческий текст несет целый ряд черт вторичной 
„художественной“ обработки, например Χαίρει τῇ ψυχῇ καὶ τρέμει τῇ χειρί чего нет в 
грузинской версии, (подробнее -- в следующей статье). 


36 См. Древнейший Иадгари. Под редакцией Е. ΜΕΤΡΕΒΕΠΗ и др., Тбилиси 1980, стр. 48. 
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С каноном CB. Антонию ситуация достаточно сложна. За его древность говорит 
как наше находка, так и итало-греческие рукописи, которые отражают достаточно 
древнюю литургическую традицию. Наконец, для этого канона есть параллельные 
места в одной грузинской минее XI века, в каноне св. Антонию Великому, по край- 
ней мере тропарь 4 песни: „Услышав слово Евангелия, заботы мира оставил еси, и, 
взяв кресть свой, Христу последовал еси, преподобне“ (пер. К.С. КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ).37 
Естественное разночтение - „заботы“ в грузинском переводе и „вся сладостная“ — 
πάντα τερπνά не скрывает сходства этих двух тропарей. Грузинская минея XI века — 
(рукопись №596 Тифлисского музея) по мнению К.С. КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ во многом 
отражает иерусалимское последование УП-УШ века. Следовательно, можно 
предположить, что в УП-УШ веке этот канон св. Антонию (или по крайней мере — 
отдельные тропари из него) уже был в литургическом обиходе. Сложность состоит 
в том, что в грузинском каноне совпадает только этот тропарь. В греческой 
италийской рукописи опубликованной в Analecta hymnica с нашим текстом почти 
полностью совпадают первая, третья и четвертая песни, далее начинаются 
разночтения. 

4. Три сретенские стихиры, раскрытые на f. 7 recto, очевидно стихословились на 
„Господи воззвах“ (хотя в настоящее время две из них — Κατακόσμησον... и Τὸν 
ἐκλάμψαντα поются на литии, но, отметим B той же последовательности). В том, что 
эти стихиры пелись первоначально на „Господи воззвах“, помимо кодикологических 
соображений убеждает такой источник, как Типик Эвергетидского монастыря, 
изданный А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИМ. В нем вышеупомянутые стихиры указаны на „Господи 
воззвах“, хотя несколько He в той последовательности. 9 

5. Если наша реконструкция верна, то стихира ᾿Ανοιγέσω ἡ πύλη τῶν οὐρανῶν 
находится перед каноном, как раз на том самом месте, где и в настоящее время, и, 
вспомним, что эта стихира присутствует и на „Господи воззвах“, на „И ныне“. 
Возможно, первоначальное ее место было на „Господи воззвах“, и только потом она 
стала повторятся перед каноном. Так или иначе, вопрос о соотношении 
изменяющихся частей праздничного бдения стихир и канона требует дальнейшего 
выяснения. 


57 КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ, стр. 390. 
38 Thid., стр. 386. 


7? См. А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание лимургических рукописей, хранящихся в библиотеках 
православного Востока, T. 1, ч. 1. Τυπικά Киев 1895, стр. 210. Стихира Karakóounoov 
присутствует также в грузинских минеях, в первой редакции Иадгари см. Древнейший 
Иадгари, стр. 98. В грузинском переводе - очень интересное разночтение ~ „Украси чертог 
твой, Сионе и приими жениха Христа“, в отличие от греческого „и приими царя Христа“. 
Грузинское чтение, которое могло стоять в греческом оригинале νυμφίον, связано с тематикой 
пасхального брачного пира, с притчей о десяти девах, что косвенно указывает на связь 
Сретения с Пасхой (см. ВАСИЛИК, Новые материалы...) То, что стихира „Украси свой чертог, 
Сионе“ очень древняя, указывает ее употребление в латинском богослужении — входное 
песнопение - introitus, начинающееся dorna thalamum tuum, Sion. (За это указание благодарю 
Николая Шидловского.) Очевидно, оно было заимствовано во время византийской оккупации 


: Италии, что позволяет нам смело датировать эту стихиру шестым веком, и косвенно 


подтверждает наше предположение о древности того богослужебного чина, в котором оно 
использовалось, и соответственно - о древности рукописи ПБ, Греч. 7, в которой она 
зафиксирована. 


6. В связи с этим нельзя не отметить определенного постоянства „микро- 
структур“ праздничного бдения, а именно, неоднократно отмечаемую стабильность 
в последовательности стихир (прежде всего — Богоявленских и Сретенских от VI 
века до XII, или даже до XX-ro, факт, также требующий серьезных размышлений). 

7. Показательна и сама традиция, согласно которой все атрибутированные 
памятники (как стихиры так и каноны) принадлежат палестинским гимнографам 
(св. Софронию Иерусалимскому ~ стихира ᾿Ανυμνήσωμεν..., Иоанну Монаху — 
остальные раскрытые Богоявленские стихиры, св. Косьме — Сретенские стихиры, 
кроме стихиры ᾿Ανυμνήσωμεν οἱ πιστοί, которая приписывается Иоанну Монаху) и 
каноны на Богоявление и Сретение. И если традиция в своей аттрибуции может 
часто заблуждаться относительно имени конкретного автора, то она не так часто 
заблуждается относительно места создания и первоначального употребления тех 
или иных литургических памятников. Вопрос об авторе или авторах атрибу- 
тированных нами стихир и канонов мы рассмотрим подробно в следующей статье. 
Отметим только, что скорее всего они принадлежали к палестинскому монашеству 
VI века. И по крайней мере в первой половине\УИ века часть этих стихир была 
в широком литургическом обиходе. Когда св. Софроний Великий в своей поэме Εἰς 
τὸν Χριστοῦ βάπτισμα пишет о св. Иоанне Крестителе 

Хара δεξίην προτείνει 

Ἐν Ἰωρδάνη προφήτης 

Τρομεών "Ανακτα βάψενο 

то весьма возможно OH стремился вызвать B памяти слушателей хорошо HM 
знакомые литургические тексты - к примеру Ἔτρεμεν ἡ χεῖρ τοῦ Βαπτίστου!! или из 
стихиры Τὸν φωτισμὸν ἡμῶν, которая присутствует в нашем рукописи. Впрочем, эта 
возможная реминисценция весьма гипотетична. 

Относительно фрагментов канонов потребуется особый разговор в следующей 
статье. Заметим только, что для Сретенского канона мы имеем акростих, соответ- 
ствующий современному, и в дошедшем до нас фрагменте - полное соответствие 1, 
3, и 4 песням канона приписываемого св. Косьме, и соответствие акростиха для этих 
песен. Хотя до нас не дошло в нашей рукописи надписание акростиха Богоявлен- 
ского канона, однако по частям (инициалы, либо сохранившиеся части тропарей) — A 
ΡΥΨΙΣ ГН.МОМ АМАРТА.О. прекрасно восстанавливается целое Βάπτισμα ῥύψις 
γηγενῶν ἁμαρτάδος. Причем следует отметить, что акростих в квантитативном 
измерении является шестистопным ямбом, как и акростих Сретенского канона. Для 
Богоявленского канона мы имеем фрагменты 4-9 песней, для Сретенского ~ 
фрагменты 1-3 песни, при этом и для одного и другого канона, судя по прочитанным 
фрагментам устанавливается полное соответствие доныне употребляемому тексту. 

Соответственно, можно документально утверждать, что в VI веке (самое позд- 
нее - на рубеже VI-VII века) уже существовал девятипесенный канон с нарочитым 
опущением 2 песни, и этот тип канона употреблялся на великие праздники, 
в частности ~ на Богоявление и Сретение. Вторая песнь явно опущена (вероятно 
в виду скорбного и грозного характера библейской песни, на которой она построена 


0 PG, t. 87, col. 3757 С. 
^ ΜΑ. t. Ш, p. 146. 
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— песни Моисея), это становится ясным если привлечь один Иадгари второй 
редакции X века, описанный еще КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ. В нем присутствует Богоявленский 
канон достаточно архаичной редакции, по-видимому, даже более древний, чем 
канон, приписываемый св. Косьме Маиумскому, почти с полным соответствием 
ирмосов (за исключением 6 песни, которая начинается „Иона поглощенный“ и 
только затем следует „Глас слова Божия“ т.е. тропарь, соответствующий 
современному HpMOCy) с несколько иными тропарями и с наличием второй песни 
„разумейте небеса и земля, славьте Христа, обновившего днесь во Иордане род 
человеческий..“42 Следовательно, если в VI веке мы видим вполне сложившийся 9-ти 
песенный канон с опущением второй песни, с тремя тропарями после ирмоса, с очень 
сложной метрикой и даже с изящным акростихом, то следует предположить, что для 
складывания канона как жанра потребовались десятки, если не сотни лет. 
Соответственно, вполне реально предполагать, что начало формирования канона 
относится к IV веку. 

Какими путями мог формироваться канон вообще и Богоявленский канон 
в частности - тема следующего исследования. Отметим только, что в данной 
композиции Богоявленского и Сретенского канона, судя по акростихам не 
прослеживается никаких следов трипеснца или четверолеснца (в отличие, например 
от канона Великой Субботы Корат: θαλάσσης), то есть границы песен не совпадают 
с границами слов в акростихе, как в вышеупомянутом каноне, где из акростиха Кой 
σήμερον σάββατον μέλπω μέγα, или кой σέπτον σάββατον μέλπω μέγα достаточно 
четко выделяется акростих четверопеснца σάββατον μέλπω џёүа). В самой 
структуре Богоявленского и Сретенского канонов ясно ощущается опора на 
предшествующую традицию девятипесенного канона. 

Интересно, что в наших фрагментах мы не наблюдаем никаких вставок, ни 
кондаков и икосов, ни седальнов (для них не остается пространства), ничего, что 
можно было бы назвать μεσῴδιον. Безусловно, отсутствие седальнов в данном 
сборнике может быть связано не с характером практики, а с характером данного 
типа кодекса, который мог просто их не отражать (как считает В. М. ЛУРЬЕ, в каноне 
могли быть седальны не праздничные, а недельные, которые просто не отражались 
в данном типе богослужебных книг). Автор считает однако, что в данном случае мы 
имеем отражение реальной практике и перед нами канон в его „чистом“ виде, без 
междопесней и без попыток его соединения с кондаком. 

Примечательны также те сокращения B припевах, которые мы видим B тро- 


4 См. КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ, стр. 378. Автор считает, что в данном случае мы имеем дело с более 
древней версией Богоявленского канона, по следующим причинам: 

1. Гораздо естественнее предположить расширение композиции канона с двух тропарей 
(грузинская версия) до трех или четырех (греческая версия), чем купировани, поскольку 
магистральная линия развития канона, повидимому, - увеличение числа тропарей, а не их 
уменьшение, чему пример - „Великий Канон“ св. Андрея Критского. 


2. Присутствие второй песни в грузинской версии канона является, повидимому архаической 
чертой, а не новацией (подробнее - в след. статье). 

3. В грузинской версии нет акростиха, хотя для собственно грузинских канонов, или 
грузинских композиций из греческого переводного материала акростих — характерное 
явление. Безусловно, все эти соображения не являются решающими каждое в отдельности. 


43 Е FOLLIERI, Initia, t. 3, p. 275. 


парях 1 песни Сретенского канона (см. выше) ἄσωμεν τῷ Kupiw, где опущено 
окончание стиха (Исх.15.1) ἐνδόξως γὰρ δεδόξασται. Этот стих взят из соответству- 
ющей библейской песни, (песни Моисея), с которой должны были стихословиться 
тропари, соответственно не было нужды помечать этот стих целиком, коль скоро 
в тексте библейской песни он был обозначен полностью. Возможно, что по той же 
причине не приводится полностью припев и в 8 песне Богоявленского канона (см. 
выше), хотя здесь ситуация сложнее, так как библейская формула — εὐλογεῖτε, ὑμνεῖτε 
καὶ ὑπερυφοῦτε несколько отличается от припева канона.“ И, наконец, весьма 
важно, что данная композиция уже в VI веке осознавалась и называлась как KANON 
(напомним, что первое до сих пор известное наименование канона как Κανών - 
имеется лишь у Феодора Студита a, немного позднее y св. Феофана Начертаннаго.45 
Соответственно, уже в шестом веке слово Κανών начинает терять одно из своих 
значения как вообще всякая служба и приобретает в литургическом языке 
современное значение. Показателен сам факт такого названия, он свидетельствует о 
том, что канон уже в У] веке осознавался как главный структурирующий элемент 
бдения (оговоримся, однако, что собственно структурирующим элементом являлись 
библейские песни, а сами тропари канона являлись элементом скорее декори- 
рующим, однако вероятно в УТ веке собственно канон и библейские песни, внутри 
которых он стихословился, понимались как единое целое.) 

Относительно хотя бы приблизительной датировки канонов, следует отметить, 
что здесь необходима тщательная работа. Рабочая гипотеза автора — Богоявленский 
канон был создан в эпоху св. императора Юстиниана, скорее всего, в первые годы 
его правления, может быть, несколько конкретней — B 527 году. Основанием для этой 
гипотезы — ирмос 3 песни: Ἰσχὺν ὁ διδούς τοῖς βασιλεῦσι ἡμῶν Κύριος, конкретно — 
множественное число βασιλεῦσι „царем“. Для византийского литературного этикета 
множественное число „цари“ не совсем естественно, коль скоро „Един Бог, един 
царь, едина империя“. Всего естественнее предположить ситуацию соправительства. 
Для VI века (в особенности 1 половина) один из редких случаев соправительства - 
совместное правление св. Юстиниана и ero дяди Юстина, которое длилось около 
года. Эта гипотеза была бы лишь предположением, если бы не следующий факт. 

В грузинской минее Х века, на которую мы уже ссылались, где приводится 
Богоявленский канон во многом совпадающий с „каноном Косьмы Маиумского“ 
ирмос 3 песни выглядит так: „Победу цареви (М.В.) даяй Господь от Девы рождается 
и во Иордане крещается“. Этот текст по видимому является более ранним вариантом 
ирмоса, впоследствии переработанным ^ и примечательно, что он дает единственное 
число для слова „царь“, хотя множественное число „цари“ часто встречается в гру- 


^ А. RAHLFS, Septuaginta, Stuttgart 1949 (Novem odae Ecclesiae Graecae) pp. 104, 119. 
45 M. СКАБАЛЛАНОВИЧ, Толковый Типикон, Киев 1910, стр. 222. 


46 Греческий текст явно отражает вторичную, более художественно разработанную версию, 
на что указывает обилие нараллелизмов: „Крепость даяй царем нашим..., /и рог помазанных 
возносяй“, от Девы раждается, грядет же ко крещению“. К тому же вариант в грузинской 
версии „победу цареви даяй“ более логичен и вполне соответствует рамкам литературного 
этикета (возможно — скрытая реминисценция тропаря „Спаси Господи люди Твоя“ т.е. слов 
„победу благоверному царю нашему на сопротивныя даруяй“). 
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зинской литературной церковном традиции и укладывается в нормы литературного 
этикета: например — последование венчания.^7 

Подозревать же, что βασιλεῦσι достаточно поздняя интерполяция (позднее VI 
века) нет возможности, поскольку размер 2 стиха ирмоса полностью соответствует 
2 стиху тропарей (логаэдический размер - дактиль, дактиль, усеченный трохей, 
дактиль). Исходя из этих соображений можно предположить, что около 527 года 
неизвестный автор, скорее всего — житель Палестины, возможно — монах Лавры 
Саввы Освященного (следовательно, еще при его жизни) кардинально переработал 
прежний девятипесенный канон, дошедший до нас лишь в грузинской версии 
благодаря общей архаичности грузинского богослужения, убрал вторую песнь, 
добавил число тропарей в каждой песни (2 тропаря в 3, 5, 6 песни (без ирмоса), 3 
тропаря в 1, 4, 7 — 9 песни) и составил стройную и целостную композицию, украсив 
ее акростихом. 

Вывод относительно того, что св. Косьма Маиумский не является автором двух 
данных канонов (но не исключается возможность, что за два века до него в 
Палестине жил соименный ему гимнограф, который мог написать эти каноны, 
впоследствии приписанные знаменитому гимнографу УШ века), подтверждается 
прецедентом, связанным с воскреным двупеснцем 5 гласа (8-9 песни), который был 
найден POBEPTCOM в египетском папирусе VI-VII века. Тропари этого канона по 
форме и содержанию достаточно близки к канонам св. Иоанна Дамаскина“ Про- 
чтение изучаемого нами палимпсеста и введение его в научный обиход безусловно, 
заставит пересмотреть многие взгляды как на творчество Косьмы ManyMckoro, так. 
и на историю канона вообще и на историю сборников минейного типа в частности. 
Открытия Иоргена РЭСТЕДА в области истории ирмология, также убедительно 
свидетельствуют о глубокой древности палестинской гимнографии вообще и 
ирмология, как типа богослужебной книги в частности, причем следует особо 
отметить, что Принстонский ирмологий, который он исследовал, является греко- 
грузинским палимпсестом, правда несколько более поздним (нижний текст 
относится к УП-УШ веку). Последний вывод данного сообщения - грекогрузинские 
палимпсесты Императорской Публичной Библиотеки достойны стать предметом 
самого пристального внимания литургистов, поскольку в своей статье PƏCTEJI прямо 
ссылается Ha литургическую рукопись Греч. № (TIIB)?! В качестве дополни- 
тельного доказательства этого положения следует упомянуть о фрагменте рукописи 


47 КЕКЕЛИДЗЕ, стр. 89. 


4% C. ROBERTS, Catalogue of the Greek and Latin Papyri т the John Rayland's Library, Princeton 
1938, р. 129. См. работу B. M. JIyPbE, Этапы проникновения гимнографических элементов в 
структуру всенощного бдения, Byzantinorossica 1 (1995) стр. 83. 


4 CM. в частности фундаментальную монографию К. DETORAKIS, Ὅ Κοσμὰς тоб Μαιούμ, 
Θεσσαλονικαί 1974 автор которой нисколько не сомневается в аутентичности всех 
произведений, надписанных именем св. Косьмы Майумского. С другой стороны А. КАЖДАН 
ставит под вопрос аттрибуцию Косьме Майумскому некоторых канонов, в частности — на 
Воздвижение. См. А. KAZHDAN, Cosmas of Jerusalem, a more critical approach to his biography, 
Byz. Ztschr. 82 (1989) 122-132. Более подробно см. ΒΑΟΜΠΗΚ, Новые данные... 


50 I RAASTED, The Princeton Heimologion, Cahiers du Moyen Age 58 (1992) p. 44. 
51 Тый, p. 49. 


Греч. М 41 (лист N2 - который, как показали изыскания автора, является отрывком 
из анафоры св. Григория Богослова (нижний текст — греческий УП век, верхний — 
грузинский X век). По мнению О.С. ΠΠΜΕΡΠΜΗΓ, верхний грузинский текст при- 
надлежит к тому же грузинскому сборнику, что и Греч. N 7 5? соответсвенно можно 
отметить, что в монастыре Св. Екатерины с VI no X век скапливались рукописи 
достаточно архаичных и интересных литургических чинопоследований, которые 
могут оказаться бесценным материалом для литургистов и историков Церкви. 
Безусловно, работа с палимпсестами должна быть обеспечена снимками в ультрафи- 
олетовых лучах, к сожалению, автор был вынужден работать без них, и в сущности 
она станет плодотворной только при самом широком сотрудничестве специалистов 
самых разных специальностей: филологов, литургистов, кодикологов, палеографов, 
как специалистов по греческой палеографии, так и по грузинской. К этому 
сотрудничеству и призывает автор. 

В заключение автор исполняет приятный долг благодарности всем, кто в той 
или иной мере способствовал появлению этой статьи — особенно Михаилу ВАН 
ЭСБРОКУ, Владимиру ВАВРЖИНЕКУ, К. К. AKEHTbEBY, b. Л. Фонкичу, Полю KAHAPY, 
В. ЛУРЬЕ, и Денису Цыпкину. ` 


52 Н.Э. TPAHCTPEM, Каталог греческих рукописей, стр. 222. Фрагмент будет опубликован 
в Сборнике памяти В. Mowuna. 
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Mary in the Byzantine Mind 


John ЗАМАНА, S.M. (Marianist Community Cupertino, California) 


Is There a Byzantine Mariology? 

Researching this question leads to a seeming paradox. On one hand we find a tremendous 
richness of Marian thought in the liturgy, but on the other hand a virtual absence of specif- 
ically Mariological studies in theology. The Mariological experience and piety of the 
Byzantine Churches — Catholic and Orthodox — seem to be embodied almost entirely in 
their worship. But we find no prominent theological reflection on the subject, nothing that 
would parallel the specialized Mariological treatises of the Western Church. Theology man- 
uals contain no chapters dealing with the place of Mary in the economy of salvation. The 
veneration of Mary, which is so central in Byzantine worship, has not been extensively 
expressed, analyzed, or evaluated systematically. 

This scarcity of theological reflection may seem to some a deficiency in Byzantine the- 
ology. How could the Byzantine Church, which never prays to God or Jesus Christ without 
at the same time also addressing her prayers to Mary, and which constantly praises her who 
*... is more honorable than the cherubim and beyond compare more glorious than the 
seraphim...," neglect theologizing about her? Why has the Byzantine theological mind not 
been focused on this enormously important aspect of its life and worship? 

In the Byzantine mind this seeming absence of theological study and reflection is seen 
as an integral part of the “mystery of Mary” in the experience of the Church. The Byzantine 
scholar questions whether theology as the rational investigation of the truths of faith is ade- 
quate to transpose into precise terms the real content of that mystery. Perhaps the proper 
locus of Mariology is in liturgy and prayer, that is in worship. This is reminiscent of Prosper 
of Aquitaine's maxim, "Lex orandi, lex credendi. ” 

In Eastern Christianity, worship and liturgy are paramount. Liturgy is not seen as an 
action of the community. Liturgy is the procession or entrance into the eschatological real- 
ity of the Kingdom of God. It is the meeting place between this world and the Kingdom of 
God fully realized. Worship is not the commemoration of a past event; it is participation in 
the events of salvation themselves, because although these occurred historically they also 
occur outside the category of time. 

While this Byzantine tradition differs from the theological elaboration common in the 
West, it nonetheless “belongs to the full catholicity and the apostolicity of the Church" 
(Vatican II, Decree on Ecumenism, n. 17). 

Some in the West have speculated that the Nestorian controversy, which was lived in 
Byzantine territory, may have contributed to fuller liturgical celebration of the Theotokos in 
the East. This development gave the East a more satisfying and habitual expression of devo- 
tion to Mary, and would support the notion that the proper locus of Mariology is primarily 
in liturgy. 

The West, which lacks such regular liturgical expression, sought other means of elab- 
orating Marian devotion, such as defining privileges and giving impetus to various move- 
ments. 


The exploration of three areas may enlighten our appreciation of the Byzantine Marian 
heritage: the place of Mary in liturgical tradition, the development of the veneration of the 
Mother of God, and a synthetic view of its theological significance. 


Byzantine Liturgy and Mariology 
In the Byzantine liturgy we find four main expressions of Mariology: Marian liturgical 
prayers, Marian feasts, Marian iconography, and Marian paraliturgical piety. 


Marian Liturgical Prayers 

Each cycle of prayers concludes with a special prayer addressed to Mary. For example, 
the groups of hymns called stichiras in the structure of the daily services always conclude 
with the theotokion, which follows the doxology, “Glory to the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit, now and ever and unto ages of ages." This rule applies to all liturgical prayer units, 
daily, weekly, and yearly cycles, and also the sanctoral cycle. Whatever the theme of any 
liturgical celebration, the last word and seal will be the Theotokos, Mary the Virgin 
Forthbringer of God. 


Marian Feasts 

The liturgical year includes a series of highly developed Marian commemorations. 
Four belong to the category of the twelve major feasts: the Nativity of the Virgin, September 
8; the Presentation of the Theotokos into the Temple, November 21; the Annunciation, 
March 25; the Dormition, August 15. The feast of the Purification, February 2, belongs to 
the same category and is also deeply Marian in meaning. Among the lesser Marian feasts 
are the Protection of the Virgin, October 1; the Synaxis of the Theotokos, December 26; the 
Conception of Mary, December 9, and others. 


Marian Iconography 

The icons of the Theotokos are integral to the life of the Byzantine Church. Their very 
position in the apse and on the iconostasis indicates definite theological meaning. 

An icon is not meant to be a visual representation to stimulate the imagination for devo- 
tional purposes. Neither is it meant to teach or inspire. In the spiritual sense, it is a living 
thing, the point at which heaven and earth meet. St. John of Damascus called the icon a 
“channel of divine grace." Laden with faith and grace, the icon is a mirror of divine revela- 
tion and gives testimony to the reality that the saving truth is not communicated only by 
mere human words but also through wordless beauty. 

Also to be considered is the highly developed cult of the commonly termed “miracu- 
lous” icons of the Theotokos, some of which have given rise to important and extremely 
popular feasts. 


Paraliturgical Piety 

In addition to the official Marian prayers and celebrations of the liturgy, we find an 
enormous amount of secondary or paraliturgical feasts and services. To gather all the 
akathistoi to Mary, written after the pattern of the renowned Akathistos attributed to 
Romanus, would result in several printed volumes. They testify to the constant flow of 
heartfelt piety, love, and praise directed to Mary. 

Not all these compositions are of equal value and quality. However, the outstanding 
Byzantine hymnographers like St. John of Damascüs, St. Andrew of Crete, St. Cosmas of 
Maioum, wrote some of their best works on Marian themes. In the products of their pens we 
find the true expression, contemplation, and understanding of Mary in Byzantine tradition. 
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The Byzantine patrimony in this area also includes the commentaries on these themes 
in the homilies composed for Marian feasts by the Greek Fathers and Doctors. 


Historical and Liturgical Perspectives 

Because the Eastern Churches have no comprehensive historical record of the veneration of 
Mary, our observations are limited. The first liturgical expression of Marian veneration must 
have been the “concomitant” feasts, the celebrations attached to the major feasts of Christ. 
Most likely the first Marian feast in the Byzantine calendar was the Synaxis, December 26, 
which is directly connected with the Nativity of Jesus Christ. Originally the name given to 
the Sunday before Christmas was Annunciation. These facts point to the Christological basis 
of the veneration of Mary. The Byzantine Church contemplated Mary within the mystery of 
the Incarnation. This Christological dimension is still evident today in the chief Byzantine 
icon, which portrays Mary as the Mother with the Child, an icon of Incarnation. 

Concerning the Biblical expression of Marian themes, the Byzantine Church focuses 
special interest on applying to Mary the terminology of the Temple and its cultic symbol- 
ism. The Temple and its sacred furnishings are understood by Byzantine hymnographers 
and preachers as announcing the various dimensions of the mystery of Mary. She is called 
the Temple, the Door, the Candlestick, the Censer, the Holy of Holies, and so forth. In this 
context the non-Biblical feasts, like the Nativity of the Virgin and the Presentation into the 
Temple, are considered basically as the fruit of a particular reading and understanding of the 
Old Testament. 

Also to be considered is the origin of certain Marian feasts rooted in the construction 
and dedication of churches in places where events of sacred history were supposed to have 
occurred. 

In tracing the history of Byzantine Marian piety we find that it is rooted not in any spe- 
cial revelation, but primarily in the experience of liturgical worship. Theological reflection 
on Mary did not give rise to her veneration. This veneration sprang from the liturgy as the 
experience of "heaven on earth," as communion with heavenly realities, as an act of love 
and devotion, that gradually revealed the unique place of Christ's Mother in both the econ- 
omy of salvation and the mystery of the “world to come.” The Church preaches Christ, not 
Mary. But communion with Christ reveals Mary as the secret joy within the Church. States 
a Byzantine hymn, "In her rejoices the whole creation!" 

In celebrating the liturgy, there is really no time gap. In the mystical area of time 
beyond time, Jesus' redeeming act and one's being redeemed are going on together now — 
this day, hour, minute. When one is praying with the Church, one is not praying a memory 
of an event; one is living the dynamics of the event with that special awareness that recog- 
nizes the presence of the Lord. 

In seeking to understand the meaning of Eastern Christian liturgy, the Byzantine in par- 
ticular, it is important to note that it is not symbolic in the Western sense. A liturgical action 
has no isolated instrinsic meaning. Neither can theology be appealed to for a deifinition or 
rational explanation of a single sign or action; because Eastern Christian theology describes 
rather than defines the reality of salvation. The Eastern Church resists attempts to define 
meaning piecemeal by analyzing elements of liturgy. Eastern Christian worship must be 
comprehended wholistically, and liturgical actions recognized as pointing beyond them- 
selves to a greater reality in which the Christian participates when worshiping. 

In the Eastern and Byzantine world the cultic, liturgical origin of Mariology possesses 
special importance for the understanding of its true nature and theological implications. 


Mary is not the object of a cult added to that of Jesus Christ. Rather she is an essential 
dimension of the cult addressed to God and Christ, a quality of that cult. 


Biblical Theological Perspective 

The Byzantine liturgy unfolds other Mariological themes that are Biblically based. Christ is 
the New Adam and Mary is the New Eve. This is the primary and soteriological dimension 
of her veneration by the Church. The Byzantine Church concentrates in Mary the whole 
Biblical vision and experience of the relationship between God and creation, the Savior and 
the world, as a mystery of love whose closest expression in “this world” is the man-woman 
relationship. God loves the world, God loves the chosen people, Christ loves the Church as 
the husband loves his wife. More precisely, the mystery of human love reflects the mystery 
of God's love for his creation. Mary stands for the femininity of creation itself. Here femi- 
ninity means responding love, obedience, self-giving, the readinnes to live exclusively in 
and for the Other. The woman responds to the initiative of man and follows him, and in this 
total self-giving she fulfills herself. Eve failed to be woman because she took the initiative; 
she distorted the order of creation and became the cause of sin. The chosen people of God 
failed to be the handmaid of the Lord in love and obedience. But Mary, by her total obedi- 
ence, restores something absolutely essential in the order of creation. She is not the repre- 
sentative of the woman or women before God. Mary is the icon of the entire creation as 
response to Christ and to God. The traditional icon of Mary “wider than heaven" expresses 
well this notion; it is often found in the apse of Byzantine churches. 


Ecclesial Perspective 

Another significant difference between Eastern and Western Christianity is the understand- 
ing of Church. In the East the Church is not only an institution or community, but sacrament 
in the sense of being the epiphany of the events of salvation. In this context, liturgy is not 
the way in which the community expresses its faith but is the participation of those who 
believe in the timeless reality of salvific events. 

The Church is institution and the Church is life. Since the Reformation and Counter- 
Reformation ecclesiology has dwelt mainly on the institutional aspect of the Church. These 
canonical and organizational aspects are necessary and essential for the Church. All this, 
however, is not the Church. The Church is new life in Christ, new joy, communion, love, 
deification, peace. The Church is an eternal passage from the old into the new, from this 
world into the Kingdom of God. This life is difficult to define; but those who live it, no mat- 
ter how imperfectly, know Mary is its perfect expression, its very movement. As heart of the 
new creation, Mary is the icon of Christ, the Bride of the Bridegroom, as is the Church. No 
ecclesiastical authority has decreed this. The living experience of the Church herself dis- 
covers this identification of the Church with Mary, and expresses the life of the Church in 
reference to Mary and the veneration of Mary in reference to the Church. The devotion of 
the Byzantine Church is Mariological because Mary is the very embodiment of that piety, 
its image, its direction, its movement. Mary is the oranta eternally alive in adoration and 
self-giving. 


Eschatalogical Perspective 

As icon of creation and icon of the Church, Mary is also “the dawn of the mysterious day,” 
the foretaste of the Kingdom of God, the presence of realized eschatology mentioned by the- 
ologians. The one who is “virgin after childbearing” is also “alive after death” states the 
Kontakion of the Feast of the Dormition. Faith tells us that even before the common resur- 
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rection and the consummation of all things in Christ, Mary is fully alive, beyond the destruc- 
tion and separation of death. The Christian East has never rationalized this mystery. 

In the East knowledge of God is not the result of logical arguments presented by the- 
ology. Only in worship can human beings obtain knowledge of God. Such knowledge is 
nonrational; it is contemplative and mystical. 

Mary's total unity with Christ destroyed her death. In her a part of this world is totally 
glorified and deified, making her the “dawn of the mysterious day” of the Kingdom. 


Maternal Perspective 

Mary was associated in all the mysteries of her Son's life on earth. She stood at the foot of 
the cross, and a sword of sorrow pierced her heart. Her crucified Son made her our Mother. 
Each Wednesday and Friday the Byzantine liturgy remembers her mystery of suffering and 
compassion in the moving stavrotheotokia, Byzantine counterparts of the Latin Stabat 
Mater Dolorosa. The experience of Mary as protection and intercession is another dimen- 
sion of Byzantine Mariology. 

Mary is identified with all suffering and human tragedy. In this regard she is the icon 
of the Church as Mother. This theme is emphatically expressed in the feast of the Protection 
of the Virgin, and in the endless flow of paraliturgical Marian prayers and writings previ- 
ously mentioned. 


The Byzantine Mariological Perspective 
The role of theology in Eastern Christianity differs from that in Western Christianity. In the 
West theology is symbolized and encoded in liturgical action. In the East theology flows 
from liturgy and is subject to it. Theological discussion is always dependent on liturgy, and 
can be understood and experienced only in the context of the worship life of the Church. 
Mariology is not an independent and free-standing element in the rich tradition of the 
Byzantine Church or in any other of the Eastern Christian Churches. It is not studied in 
itself. Rather, Mariology — doctrine and devotion — is an essential element of Christian 
cosmology, Christology, soteriology, ecclesiology, and eschatology. It is not an object of 
faith, but its fruit. Mary is not a nota ecclesiae, but the self-revelation of the Church. 
Mariology is not a doctrine, but the life and fragrance of Christian doctrine in us. 


Bibliography 
The Virgin Mary in Intellectual and Spiritual Formation, The Vatican, Congregation for Catholic 
Education 1988. 


KAPUSNAK, Sister Margaret, Great Friday, in: Journey Through the Great Fast, McKees Rocks, PA, 
Byzantine Catechetical Center. 


Louise Тимко, The Epitaphion, in: Worship, March 1996. 
Joseph RAYA, Theotokos, Combermere, Ontario, Canada, Madonna House Publications, 1995 
Alexander SCHMEMANN, The Virgin Mary, Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press 1995 


Polycarp SHERWOOD, Byzantine Mariology, in: Proceedings of the Fifteenth Annual Convention of the 
Catholic Theological Society of America, 1960 


L'idée du Purgatoire dans les rédactions ukrainiennes 
de l'Apocalypse de la Théotokos 


Olena SYRTSOVA (Kiev) 


L'Apocalypse de [а Théotokos dans les mss. slavs est représentée sous les titres différents. 
Ainsi dans la tradition serbe à partir de ХІУ s. cet apocryphe a approprié le titre: „Поҳож. 
ACNHIC MOVKAMb CTHIC BUE где моучитье OWA XOMCIANCKHI' (,La visite de la Sainte 
Théotokos aux lieux où le genre chrétien est tourmenté“).! Ce type de titre observé dans les 
mss. relativement plus tardifs est parfois attribué aussi à la tradition qui rémonte à la plus 
ancienne traduction bulgarienne témoignée par la recension de XII? s. faite en Ukraine- 
Rus’.? Pourtant, d’après I. SREZNEVS’KYJ, qui a comparé le ms. mutilé de XIIe s. avec Ја 
recension complete de 1602,3 le titre de l'apocryphe dans le texte ancien pourrait être le 
méme que dans ce ms. plus tardif avec lequel il coincide en petits détails, à savoir: „Слово 
велми ΑΥΠΙΕΠΟΛΕΖΝΟ о покои всего миод“ („La parole... trés utile pour l’äme sur le repos 
de tout le monde^).* Un titre analogique est conservé dans la recension ukrainienne de la 
méme rédaction d’après le ms. tardif de M. Turyns’kyj: „Cie CAORO BAQZ'à TIOTIERNO W 
покои всего MMQA 5 


Les abbréviations 


NBU - Natsionol’na Biblioteka Ukrajiny imeni V. I. Vernadskogo. 

RNB - Rossijskaja Natsional'naja Biblioteka. 

PG - J. MIGNE ed.: Patrologiae cursus completus... Series graeca et orientalis... 167 vols, Paris 
1857-1866. 

BHG - Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca, I-III (1957), Auctarium (1969), ed. Е. HALKIN. 


L Kiev, NBU, Nizyn, 162, fol. 87v.-96. Ce ms. serbe de XIV? s. n'a pas été pris en considération ni 
dans l'index de A. de SANTOS OTERO, ni dans la classification de F. J. THOMSON, qui citaient comme 
le plus ancien ms. serbe celui de ХУ s. de la collection de GRIGOROVIC. V.: A. de SANTOS OTERO, Die 
handschriftliche Überlieferung der altslavischen Apokryphen, Vol. 1, Berlin-New-York, pp.188-195; 
F. J. THOMSON, Apocrypha Slavica, Slavonic and East European Review 58 (1980) p. 266. 


? Moscou, RNB, Troitse-Sergieva Lavra, N 12, fol. 30-38 (plus bas - le ms. L). Dans sa descrip- 
tion de ce ms., dont le liste du début est perdu, А. de SANTOS OTERO a signalé par erreur son titre 
somme ,,Chozdenie bogoroditsy po mukam“. - A. de SANTOS OTERO. Op. cit. p. 192. V. remarque cri- 
tique de F. J. THOMSON, Op. cit. p. 266. 

3 Sankt-Petersbourg, RNB, Otd. VIII, О n. 82 (Tolstoj, Otd. II, 229). Ed.: A. М. Румм, LoZnye i 
otrecennye knigi russkoj stariny, Pamjatniki starinnoj russkoj literatury, izdavaemye grafom Grigoiem 
Kushelevym-Bezborodko, Vyp. 3, 1862, p. 118-126. (Plus bas - le ms. P). 

4 Υ. ed: 1. SREZNEVSKU, Drevnije pamjatniki russkogo pis'ma i jazyka. Dopolnenija k Vypiskam iz 
pamjatnikov XI-XII vekov, in: Izvestija Imperatorskoj Akademiji po otdeleniju iazyka i slovesnosti, T. 
10, vyp. 5, Sankt-Peterburg 1863, p. 551; cf. le titre appliqué à l'apocryphe dans l'édition: N. S. 
TICHONRAVOV, Pamjatniki otrecennoj russkoj literatury, T. 2, Moskva 1863, p. 23-30. 

5 Ed: I. FRANKO, Apokryfy i legendy z ukrajins'kych rukopysiv, in: Pam'jatnyky ukrajins’ko- 
rus’ koji movy i literatiry, T. 4, Lviv 1906, p. 163 (plus bas - le ms. T). 
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La correspondance évidente entre ce titre et la demande de la Théotokos d'interrompre 
les tourments des pécheurs aux enfers, dont il s'agit dans l'apocryphe, permet de noter l'ex- 
istance de deux tendances principales dans l'interprétation de l' Apocalypse de la Théotokos 
chez les Slavs. La premiére consiste en l'accent sur l'ideé de la miséricorde possible pour 
les damnés aux enfers. La deuxiéme attire l'attention avant tout aux punitions qui attendent 
les injustes. 

Pour caractériser la représentation des mss. ukrainiens de L'Apocalypse de la 
Théotokos dans les publications contemporaines sur les apocryphes slavs notons que dans 
l'index de A. de SANTOS OTERO les mss. ukrainiens ne sont nommés que partiellement. De 
quatre mss. publiés par I. FRANKO à cóté du texte de XII* s. A de SANTOS OTERO a présenté 
sous le № 13 seulement le ms. de G. Biljavs’kyj de ХУШЕ s. (plus bas le ms. В), en sig- 
nalant tous les autres comme ses variantes tardives, tandis que deux d'entre eux, le ms. de 
I. Jaremets’ kyj-Biljahevié (plus bas le ms. J) et le ms. de M. Kuzykevi£ (plus bas le ms. К), 
sont datés de ХУШ? s. et de même que le ms. T jouent leur rôle important dans l'histoire de 
cet apocryphe chez les Slavs. 

Quelques supléments en ce qui concerne les mss. ukrainiens ont été faits à l'index de 
A. de SANTOS OTERO par F. J. THOMSON, qui a rappelé en particulier que le ms. ukrainien 
У. PERETTS.® Il a attiré l'attention aussi à une autre édition de О. NAZAREVS'KY! sans pré- 
ciser de quels mss. s'agit-il car ceux-ci ne sont pas du tout mentionnés dans l'oeuvre de A. 
de SANTOS OTERO. Il s'agit notamment de deux mss.: 1) Kiev, NBU, F. 301 (KDA), 901 
(Muz. 938) fol. 184-188; début du ХУШ“ s. 2) Kiev, NBU, Е. 307, Zolot.-Mych. 52911643, 
fol. 505-510"; 1607.7 

A cóté des mss. publiés par I. FRANKO, V. PERETTS et O. NAZAREVS’KY/ il faut nommer 
aussi un ms. de la collection de l'Université de St. Volodymyr de Kiev (Kiev, NBU, Е. VIII, 
209 (20), fol. 31"-35, ХУШ? s. (plus bas le ms. U).8 

Tous les mss. ukrainiens connus à son temps, О. NAZAREVS’KY/3 les a divisés en trois 
rédactions: 1) la plus compléte : le ms. T; 2) essentiéllement abrégée : les mss. A, B, K, M, 
R, U; 3) trés différente et amplifiée par des interpolations : le ms. J.? 


$ Moscou, RNB, Е. 178, Muz. sobr. n. 1244, fol. 1-4", ms. de ХУШ s. Ed.: V. М. PERETTS, Otcet 


ob ekskursii seminarija russkoj filologiji v Moskvu 1-12 fevralja 1912 goda, Kiev 1912, p. 109-113 
(plus bas - le ms. R). 

7 Ed. О. NAZAREVS’KYJ, , ChoZdenie Bogoroditsy ро mukam“ у novych ukrajins 'kych spyskach 
XVII-XVIII vikiv, Zapysky ukrajins'kogo naukovogo tovarystva v Kyivi 2 (1908) 177-189, 209-216 
(plus bas - le ms. А et le ms. M). 

8 Те ms. n'est pas mentionné dans l'index de A. de SANTOS OTERO. Il a été édité dans: Ju. A. 
JAVORSKU, Dva zamecatel’nych karpato-russkich sbornika XVIII v., prinadlezascich universitetu Sv. 
Vladimira. Opisanie i teksty, Kiev 1909, p. 86-88. Pour finir ici cette courte observation notons que 
dans l'article Choëdenie Bogoroditsy po mukam de М. V. ROZDESTVENSKAJA in: Slovar' kniznikov i 
kniZnosti Drevnej Rusi, Vyp. 1 (XI - pervaja polovina XIV v.), Leningrad 1987 - ni l'édition de Ju. 
JAVORSKIJ, ni trois éditions des rescentions différentes de l'apocryphe de О. NAZAREVS'KYJ et V. 
PERETTS ne sont pas indiquées bien que l'une des oeuvres de O. NAZAREVS'KY! est présenté comme 
tout simplement l'article sur le sujet. En plus dans le liste des publicateurs de la recension de XII? s. 
(p. 463) on ne trouvera pas les noms de B. PETRICEICU-HASDEU, I. FRANKO, B. ANGELOV. En méme 
temps sur le p. 464 on peut lire, que ChoZdenie Bogoroditsy po mukam est mentionné dans le liste des 
apocryphes de Izbornik 1073. Cela ne correspond pas à la source. - V. Izbornik 1073, Faksim. izdani- 
je, pod redaktsiej L. Р. Zukovskos, Moskva 1983, fol. 254 аб. 


9 У.О. NAZAREVS' KY], Op. cit. p. 206. Plus tard О. Nazarevs'kyj a defini aussi la quatrième rédac- 


La classification des recensions ukrainiennes faite par О. NAZAREVS'KYI correspond 
bien entendu à la corrélation générale de leurs volumes. Néanmoins les études plus détail- 
lées du contenu et des aspects doctrinaux des textes permettent de classifier les mémes 
recensions de facon différente en prenant en considération le développement historique des 
idées principales de l'Apocalypse de la Théotokos. 

Dans le cadre de l'approche proposée on peut rapporter à la premiere rédaction (1), qui 
reproduit l'ancienne rédaction du ms. L, maternelle pour toute la tradition ukrainienne, non 
seulement 1) le ms. T, mais en dépit de certain raccourcissement aussi 2) le ms. B, dans 
lequel en réponse aux priéres de la Théotokos les pécheurs tourmentés aux enfers regoivent 
le repos temporaire comme c'est le cas dans les mss. L. et T: NN& ZA ΜΜΗΛΟΟΕΟΑΙε OHA 
МОЕГО H ZA MATES MTOE MOEA И БЕРПЛОТНЫХ MOHX'ü APTA И ΕΟΧ СТЫХА моих ЖЄ 
MA OYMAO^MIIÀ ZÀ RAC AAA TOTO ДАМ ВАМ MEYALINMCA RO ДМИ H Е МОЩИ NOKOM η 
QAAOCTh И КЄСЄЛЇЄ κ CRETE CTHXA D ROCKOCNIA моего AO COMIECTRIA CTTO АХА 
(„Maintenant par la miséricorde de mon Père et par la prière de ma Mère... je donne à vous 
qui étes tourmentés pendant le jour et la nuit le repos et la joie et la gaieté dans la lumiere 
des saints à partir de ma résurrection et jusqu'à la descendance de Saint Esprit‘);!° et 3) le 
ms. M, qui se termine par la formule trés proche: „NNE ZA MACOAIE DUA МОЕГО M ZA 
MATES MTON MOEA... ДАЮ КАМ MBSTHMHAM ANb M HO, © RACKOCNIA MOEFO Покой MAC KE 
ЕСИ TIQAREANIH ΠΟΥΚΔΙΟΤ Κο CRETE AO ΠΙΑΝΤΗΚΟΕΤΙΑ NEAAM („Maintenant par la mis- 
éricorde de mon père et par la prière de ma mére... je donne à vous qui êtes tourmentés pen- 
dant le jour et la nuit le repos à partir de ma résurrection et jusqu'à la Pentecóte là oü tous 
les justes reposent dans la lumiére*.!! 

A la deuxiéme (II*) rédaction on peut respectivement rapporter 1) le ms. A, ot en 
réponse aux priéres de la Théotokos le Seigneur donne aux pécheurs le repos sans fixer ses 
limites temporelles: „NNE zunnoccoanca БГА RCEMOT did M ZA MOAMTEAMM ПОЄСТОЙ 
БЦИ ЛЛА ТОГО RAMA ДАЄТЪ ΛΥΥΔΙΜΗΛΟΑ ПОКОЙ RO ДМИ H R Моши 0АДОСТ M RECEAÏE 
(„Maintenant par les prières de la Très Sainte Théotokos le Dieu omnipuissant a de la mis- 
éricorde... à vous qui étes tourmentés Il donne le repos, la joie et la gaieté pendant le jour 
et la nuit“);!? 2) le ms. U, qui se termine de méme façon: „оүслишАк жє Гсдь модеме их 
И ocve KO ГӨЪШНИМ XOMCTHNOM' A ДАЮ BAMA (D RoCKQCCNIIÀ MOETO покой и 9AAOCT CO 
ЕСЪМИ CTMTCAM M во CRETAOCTH МЄБЄСМЫЯ СЛАКИ“ („Le Seigneur a entendu leur priére 
et Il a dit aux chrétiens pécheurs: je vous donne à partir de ma résurrection le repos et la joie 
avec tout les saints dans la lumière de la gloire céleste“.13 3) Mais évidemment le plus 
clairement l'idée du repos non-limité à l'autre monde et de l'interruption compléte des 
tourments infernaux est exprimée dans le ms. В: ,MoAMTRAMM noecHATOÁ БЦЫ CEOEOA- 
ΜΑΣ MX D REYNAXE MYKA Гспль БГЗ. ZA молитвами постой БЦЫ ЛАЮ RAMZ HAAOCTZ 


tion, qui embrassait deux recensions de XIX® s., trouvées par lui en Zhytomyr. - V.: У. М. PERETTS, 
Otcet ob ekskursii seminarija russkoj filologii v Zhytomir 24-26 oktjabrja 1910 goda, Kiev 1911, pp. 
43-45. La particularité de la rédaction de ces mss. ne suggére pas de doutes. Mais il ne s'agit pas dans 
ce cas de mss. ukrainiens. V. la classification linguistiquement plus précise de F. J. THOMSON, Op. 
cit., p. 266. 

10 [ FRANKO, Op. cit., р. 158 (traduction en français ici et plus bas de l'auteur de cette article). 

И О. NAZAREVS'KY), Ор. cit., p. 215-216. 

12 О. NAZAREVS’KYI, Op. cit., р. 189. 


13 Ju. A. JAvoRsKU, Op. cit., p. 88. 
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ECAMKY R CRETE MOEMA“ („Par les prières de la Sainte Théotokos le Seigneur les a libérés 
des tourments éternels: Par la priere de la Trés Sainte Théotokos je vous donne la grande 
joie dans ma lumiére‘).!* 

On peut voir que dans tous les trois mss. de cette rédaction et surtout dans le ms. R la 
tendance implicite de l'ancienne Apocalypse de la Théotokos grecque vers l'idée de la mis- 
éricorde divine, qui interrompera un jour à jamais les tourments des damnés aux enfers, 
recoit enfin sa forme explicite, quand à la fin de l'apocryphe au lieu du repos temporaire 
comme c'est le cas dans le ms. L et dans son prototype grec (BHG 1050), il s'agit déjà d'une 
libération définitive des tourments éternels sans aucune limite dans le temps. De cette facon 
la deuxiéme rédaction ukrainienne de l' Apocalypse de la Théotokos revele la liason proba- 
ble de la tendance originale de cet apocryphe avec l'ancienne idée de l'apocatastase comme 
la perspective eschatologique de l'interruption des tourments éternels et d'intégration finale 
des pécheurs pardonnés dans la lumière divine „Ко CRETE“, „Е CRBTAOCTH“. Par sa partic- 
ulière importance doctrinale cette rédaction peut être comparée avec la IN rédaction 
arménienne de l'Apocalypse de Paul, d'aprés laquelle en réponse aux priéres de la 
Théotokos et des saints le Seigneur arréte complétement les tourments des pécheurs et détru- 
it l'enfer.!5 

Sans renoncer à reconnaitre cette tendance évidente vers l'apocatastase en ce qui con- 
cerne l' Apocalypse de Paul arménienne R. BAUCKAM néanmoins crois qu'elle n'a rien à voir 
avec l'apocatastase de type origénien (origenist kind), car elle ne s'appuie sur la com- 
préhension de l'enfer comme purgatoire (,,since it does not rest on conceiving hell as purifi- 
саюгу“).16 

La tradition manuscrite de l'Apocalypse de la Théotokos en Ukraine-Rus' démontre 
que l'idée principale de cet apocryphe, qui consiste en la possibilité d'interrompre les tour- 
ments des damnés, peut s'approprier dans un certain contexte culturel juste l'aspect ,,purifi- 
ant“ et méme d'étre développée dans le cadre des représentations particuliéres du purga- 
toire. En effet, le ms. U, qui en général représente une version abrégée de l'ancienne rédac- 
tion du ms. L, en différe essentiellement par deux traits significatifs: la fin avec le repos sans 
limites accordé à tout le monde et le titre de l'apocryphe, changé de façon suivante: 
„CKAZANIE W MYKAXB чистьцовых“ („Le récit sur les tourments du purgatoire“).17 D’après 
ce titre tous les tourments décrits dans l'Apocalypse de la Théotokos sont annoncés d'étre 
temporaires par la définition. Cela rappelle beaucoup la tendence de comprendre l'enfer 


comme le purgatoire dans la doctrine d’Origene.!® 


1^ V. М. PERETTS, Otcet ob ekskursii v Moskvu 1-12 fevralja 1912 goda, p. 113. 


15 V.: Apocalypse de Paul (avec l'Introduction de L. LELOIR), in: Ecrits apocryphes sur les apôtres. 
Traduction de l'édition arménienne de Venise, Vol. 1 (= Corpus christianorum. Series apocryphorum. 
Vol. 3) Turnhout 1980, p. 171-172 (Arm. IV, § 35). 


16 В. BAUCKAM, The confict of justice and mercy: attitudes to the damned in apocalyptic literature, 
Apocrypha 1 (1990) p. 192. 


17 Ju. A. JAVORSKU, Op. cit., p. 86. 


18 V.: Origene, Homélie 8 In Levitique; G. ANRICH, Clemens und Origenes als Begründer der Lehre 
vom Fegfeuer, in: Theologische Abbandlungen. Festgabe für H. H. Holtsmann, Tübingen-Leipzig 
1902, p. 95-120, cit. d’aprés J. Le Gorr, La naissance du Purgatoire, Paris 1991, p. 81-86. Les 
dossiers de la discussion entre les orthodoxes et les latins en XIII* s. témoignent que la liason de l'idée 
du purgatoire avec origenisme étaient bien comprise aussi par les grecs que par les latins. Les textes 
montrent, que les latins ont cité dans leur argumentation la notion de l’apocatastase. V.: J. Le GOFF, 
Op. cit., p. 378, 385 et les éditions correspondantes: P. RONCAGLIA, Georges Bardanes métropolite de 


Dans une autre recension (le ms. J) on trouve la description de la rivière purifiante (cys- 
tets) interpolée directement dans le texte de l'apocryphe. Ce ms., qui n'a pas d'analogue 
connu chez les Slavs, constitue la troizième (119) rédaction ukrainienne de I’ Apocalypse de 
la Théotokos. D’aprés cette rédaction l’apocryphe finit par l'image d'un feu purifiant, dans 
lequel les justes et les pécheurs „зе polissent” avant d'atteindre du repos divin. En méme 
temps dans ce texte est absente la prière de la Théotokos pour les pécheurs. Il n'y a pas aussi 
de mention du repos temporaire accordé aux damnés. N. S. BOKADOROV voyait en cela la 
dernière perte de l'idée de la miséricorde, qui est principale pour cet apocryphe.!? Telle 
perte vraiment doit étre constatée, mais plutót dans un autre ms. ukrainien, le ms. K, qu'on 
prend par cette raison pour la quatriéme (IV*) rédaction. 

En ce qui concerne le ms. J, la conclusion de М. S. BOKADOROV semble d'étre trop 
superficielle, car le chapitre supplémentaire interpolé à la fin de l'Apocalypse de cette 
rédaction pourrait dans un certain contexte culturel jouer le róle d'un équivalent doctrinal de 
l'intercession de la Théotokos pour les pécheurs. En effet, l'apparition de l'image du pur- 
gatoire à la fin de l'apocryphe et l'intercession de la Théotokos sont comparables dans le 
cadre de la même tendance spirituelle vers le soulagement du sort des pécheurs à l’au-delà. 
Dans la tradition grecque cette tendance a résulté en idée du repos temporaire accordé par 
Dieu aux damnés. Dans l' Apocalypse ,,latinisée“ de la troiziéme (III?) rédaction ukrainienne 
la méme attente du soulagement s'exprime en forme de la substitution au moins partielle des 
tourments éternels par les épreuves temporaires du purgatoire. 

La riviére de feu appelée Cystets est décrite dans le ms. J avec les détails significatifs: 
„Потом помлоша Ko YHCTHTCANOMS WEN TO ECT тиститєлмои GIL в NOANA (OP Nb 
Z КОДОЮ: ЄфИфСКЇЙ, WEAATNIM, BEZCMEOTNIA H ΝΔΖΗΕΔΕΤ CA чистець К NEM же AE 
ΠΟΛΙΟΟΨΤΟΤΑΔ, котойи гобшили NECMCOTEABNHAM ΓΦΊΧΑΝΗ, ACCHATEIO TIHKAZANIH. B Koc 
киполмили. Котофіи Πο REQXA ΠΦΕΧΟΛΙΑΤΗ, WTO ECTA Alli. ΠΦΔΕΕΑΝΗΧ ЛЮДЕЙ A KOTOQi 
BOHAVT MO ΚΟΛΈΝΔ WTO HX ГОБХИ БОЛШЕ CITA À KOTogie AK Πο ШЮ BMAYTZA (TO 
ТАКИХ ΓΟΈΧΗ 64070 TIARKIE H REANKIE СТА“ („Ensuite ils sont venus au feu purifiant, i.e. 
à la riviére purifiante du feu mélé à de l'eau, le feu éthéré, céleste, immortel, et il s'appelle 
le purgatoire. C'est là que se polissent les ámes de ceux dont les péchés sont non-mortels et 
qui surveillaient les dix commandements. Ceux qui passent au-dessus du feu sont les ämes 
des justes, et ceux qui marchent dans le feu jusqu'aux genoux, leurs péchés sont grands... 
et ceux qui marchent dans le feu jusqu'au cou, leurs péchés sont trés grands“).20 

Quand la Théotokos demande combien de temps les ämes „зе polissent“ dans le pur- 
gatoire, l'archange Michel lui répond que les ämes chrétiennes se polissent pendant quar- 
ante jours et les ámes de ceux qui péchaient beaucoup „souffrent horriblement de la flamme 
humide, de l'élément du feu éthéré*.?! De ces fragments on peut comprendre que non seule- 
ment les pécheurs sont obligés de passer à travers de la riviére de feu purifiant, mais aussi 
les justes comme le supposait la doctrine d'Origéne, d'aprés laquelle méme les plus justes 


Corfou et Barthelmy de l'ordre franciscain. Les discussions sur le Purgatoire (15 octobre - 17 novem- 
bre 1231), Etudes critiques avec texte inédit, Rome 1953, p. 57 sqq. V. LAURENT - J. DARROUZES, 
Dossier grec de l'Union de Lyon (1273-1277), Archive de l'Orient chrétien 16 (1976) 496-501. 


19 М. $. Βοκαροκον, Legenda o Choädenii Bogoroditsy po mukam, in: Izbornik Kievskij. Pamjati 
T. D. Florinskogo, Kiev 1904, p. 81. 


20 Т FRANKO, Op. cit., p. 152. 
21 Idem, p. 152. 


347 


348 


doivent recevoir le baptême par le feu de l’au-delà, car à cause de l'union avec les corps ter- 
restres leurs âmes ne peuvent être absolument pures.?? 

A la différence du terme fixé pour les âmes des justes et de ceux qui surveillaient les 
dix commandements, le terme pendant lequel les âmes des grands pécheurs resteront dans 
le feu n'est pas précisé. Mais du contexte il va que méme ceux dont les péchés sont ,trés 
grands“ „50070 "TREK И ВЕЛИК Or à la fin des comptes atteindront eux aussi les 
lieux du repos final.?3 

Quant aux justes, ,,ils sortent du feu clairs comme d'or et entrent dans les lieux clairs, 
au sein d' Abraham, d’Isaac, de Jacob. Comme VEcriture dit: „nous passerons à travers du 
feu et de l'eau et Il nous emmenera au Вероз“.24 Ainsi le chapitre О cystsu qu'on trouve à 
la fin de l'Apocalypse dans le ms. J, aussi bien que l'interprétation de tous les tourments 
considérés comme „purifiants“ dans le ms. U, démontrent l'existence dans la tradition 
ukrainienne d'une tendance vers l'affirmation de l'idée du repos eschatologique en certaine 
liason avec l'idée du purgatoire éventuellement identifié avec l'enfer méme. 

Pour apprécier la distinction, des rédactions ukrainiennes (II et Ш) de l'Apocalypse de 
la Théotokos dans le contexte culturel des ХУГ-ХУШЕ s. il est utile de les comparer avec 
la tradition manuscrite du méme apocryphe en Moscovie. D'aprés V. M. CHACATURJAN, sauf 
la première (1%) rédaction, qui reproduit la rédaction ancienne du ms. L, il est possible de 
distinguer aussi deux autres rédactions nouvelles. Le plus ancien ms. de la deuxième (115) 


.rédaction moscovite est daté de la seconde moitié du ХУШ? s. : Moscou, RNB, Sobr. 


Tichonravova, n. 471., mais la rédaction date au plus tard du siécle précédent. Dans cette 
rédaction, comme le constate le chercheur, ,,le sens de la scéne finale est changé, ce qui a 
transformé l'idée principale de l'apocryphe : la miséricorde pour les pécheurs. L' Apocryphe 
dans les mss. de la Пе rédaction se termine par la suggestion de respecter les commande- 
ments de Dieu et de commémorer les morts, tandis que les pécheurs ne regoivent pas de par- 
don" 25 

Une transformation compléte l'apocryphe l'a survécue en Moscovie, d'aprés les obser- 
vations de V. M. CHACATURJAN, dans la troizieme (III*) rédaction, dont le plus ancien ms. 
date du XVII? s. - Moscou, RNB, Sobr. Bol'sakova, п. 162. „Dans la III? rédaction le theme 
de la miséricorde est non seulement absent comme c'est le cas dans la Пе rédaction, mais au 
premier plan on y voit sortir le th&me de la vengeance (vozmezdie) *.?6 

La comparaison des tendances qui caractérisaient l'adaptation de l'Apocalypse de la 
Théotokos dans les contextes culturels respectivement de Moscovie et de l'Ukraine-Rus? 


22 V.: Origene, Homélie 8 in Levitique. Cité par J. LE GOFF, Op. cit., р. 85. 


23 On peut remarquer que dans cette final de l' Apocalypse tout les pécheurs „movent“ „БФИДёТА“ 
à travers de la rivière du feu, tandis que dans les rédactions gréques et les rédactions slaves qui en 
dérivent les pécheurs sont normalement „plongés“ dans la rivière du feu ou ils sont „allongés“ à son 
bord sans aucun allusion au movement: „котёкато“, ,BAXOV. TIOTQOVXKENH “, „ЛЕЖАШЕ“. У.: Т. 
SREZNEVSKU, Op. cit., ch. 5, ch. 17. 

24 1. FRANKO, Ор. cit., р. 152-153. La citation de „L’Ecriture“ est apocryphe (Cf. Mth. 3.11; Lc. 
3.16;), dont la source pourrait savoir Origene. - V.: PG, t. 12, col. 483, et Paulin de Nole: 
»Transivimus per ignem et aquam et induxisti nos in refrigerium". Cité par J. Le Gorr, Op. cit. p. 91. 
25 V. M. CHACATURIAN, Russkie redaktsii eschatologiceskich apokrifov (kon. XV-XVIII v.). 
Avtoreferat dissertatsii na soiskanie uéenoj stepeni kandidata filologiéeskich nauk, Moskva 1984, р. 
11. 


26  [bid., p. 12. Les mss. signalés par le chercheur sont absents dans l'index de A. de SANTOS OTERO. 


permet de préciser la thèse de О. NAZAREVS’KYJ, qui a écrit que „le destin des récits apoc- 
ryphes sur la terre ukrainienne avait beaucoup de commun avec le destin des mémes récits 
dans la Velikorossia "21 En effet, оп peut voir que le destin des récits apocryphes sur la terre 
de l'Ukraine-Rus' avait dans le cas de l'Apocalypse de la Théotokos des différences con- 
sidérables par rapport au destin du même récit en Moscovie-Velikorossija. 

En général les études des rédactions ukrainiennes de I’ Apocalypse de la Théotokos per- 
mettent de reconsidérer l'opinion que dans la culture du monde byzantin, ой à partir du X* 
s. on incluait l'Ukraine-Rus', „il n'est jamais question du purgatoire même lorsque ce thème 
apparaît en Occident“.2® Les mss. ukrainiens témoignent de la présence de ce thème juste 
dans l'apocryphe, qui est venu chez les Slaves de l'Orient chrétien. En absence dans la cul- 
ture de l'Europe de la tradition latine de cette Apocalypse,?? l'apparition dans les rédaction 
ukrainiennes de la notion du purgatoire marquée en plus par la tendance vers l'indentifica- 
tion du purgatoire avec tout l'enfer est évidemment assez significative aussi pour l'histoire 
doctrinale de l' Apocalypse de la Théotokos que pour les processus religieux et culturels qui 
avaient lieu à cette époque-là en Ukraine-Rus' et dans toute l'Europe chrétienne. 

La corrélation culturelle entre les tendances orthodoxes, catholiques, protestantes et 
apocryphes sur la terre de l'Ukraine-Rus' formait un champ particulier pour leur influence 
réciproque et leur rapprochement spirituel. Cela trouvait sa représentation concréte dans le 
développement des idées de la miséricorde, du purgatoire et du repos pour tout le monde 
dans les rédactions ukrainiennes de l' Apocalypse de la Théotokos. 


?7 О. NAZAREVS'KY), Op. cit., p. 174. 


28 S. C. Mimounl, Les Apocalypses de la Vierge. Etat de la question, Apocrypha 4 (1993) p. 104, 
remarque 21. V. aussi: G. DAGRON, La perception d'une différence, les débuts de la „Оиегейе du 
Purgatoire “, in: Actes du ХУ° Congrès international d'études byzantines, IV, Histoire, Athènes 1980, 
p. 84-92. 


2 Υ.: 5. C. MIMOUNI, Op. cit., p. 102, remarques 51 et 52. Cf. A. N. VESELOVSKU, Opyty po istorii 
razvitija christianskoj legendy, Žurnal Ministerstva narodnogo prosveëtenija 1877, fevral, p. 223. 
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Griechische Lehnworter im altkirchenslawischen 
Parómienbuch 


Emilie BLÁHOV À (Praha) 


V. ΤΑοιέ ! hat als erster ältere Einzelerkenntnisse über die ins Altkirchenslawische über- 
nommenen griechischen Wörter zusammengefaßt und ihre Stellung in der Entwicklung des 
altkirchenslawischen Wortschatzes anberaumt. Seine These, die Entlehnung repräsentiere in 
den aksl. Denkmälern eine ältere Entwicklungsschicht als das einheimische Wort, nahm er 
jedoch selbst ohne Ausnahme nicht an. Weitere Textanalysen haben gezeigt, daß die 
griechischen Lehnwörter als Folge der Zuneigung zum griechischen Original oft erst in jün- 
geren Handschriften erscheinen. Dies bemühte sich an Evangelienbüchern von allem K. Ho- 
RÁLEK? zu beweisen und mit mehreren aus breiterem Bereich geschópften Sprachmaterialien 
wurde es von Z. HAUPTOVA? illustriert. Im Zusammnehang mit den vorliegenden Erläu- 
terungen sei hier besonders an HORÁLEKS These erinnert, wonach entlehnte und slawische 
Worter als Synonyme bereits in der ursprünglichen aksl. Evangelienübersetzung auftreten 
konnten (Evangelidre a Ctveroevangelia, 66f.), wie auch an seine negative Wertung der 
lexikalen Gräzismen: „Nicht nur verunstalteten diese späteren Neubearbeiter die Uberset- 
zung durch mechanische Nachahmung des griechischen Urtextes, aber sie behalfen sich bei 
der Bearbeitung des Wortbestands auch so, daf sie dort, wo ihnen die ursprüngliche Über- 
setzung zu frei oder ungenau vorkam, das griechische Wort einfach übernahmen“ (op. cit. 
74). Bei ausführlicherer Analyse der Entlehnungen wurde von allem von Evangelienbü- 
chern ausgegangen, JAGIC hat auch den ihm gut bekannten Apostolus berücksichtigt, 
НАУРТОУА führt neben den Evangelien und dem Apostolus zahlreiche Beispiele aus der 
Apokalypse und den Parömienbüchern an. Jacic hat die alttestamentlichen Texte vor- 
wiegend auf Grund der Studien MicHAJLOvs, EVSEEVS, NAHTIGALS u.a. bewertet;^ er wollte 
klarlegen, inwieweit in den vollstandigen alttestamentlichen Texten die einzelnen im 
Parómienbuch belegten Archaismen bewahrt werden. Diese liturgische Auswahl alttesta- 
mentlicher Lektionen hat sich ja, wie bekannt, in älteren Handschriften erhalten und in ihrer 
Gesamtheit stellt sie auch eine áltere Textüberlieferung dar als die vollstandigen Bibelhand- 
Schriften. 

Meistens hat man bisher nicht darüber nachgedacht, warum für die einzelnen Benen- 
nungen eben ein griechisches Wort gewählt wurde, obwohl in einer Reihe von Fallen der 
entsprechende slawische Ausdruck zur Verfügung stand. Man hat blof auf die 


1 V. JAGIé, Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache?, Berlin 1913, 422ff. 

2 К. HORALEK, Evangeliäre a ctveroevangelia, Praha 1954, bes. 71ff. 

3 Zoe HAUPTOVÁ, K otázce analýzy staroslověnského lexika, Slavia 37 (1968) 226-234. 

4 A.V. MICHAJLOV, Opyt izucenija teksta knigi Bytija proroka Moiseja v drevneslavjanskom 
perevode. І. Paremejnyj tekst, Varšava 1912; LE. EvsEEV, Kniga proroka Isaii v drevne-slavjanskom 
perevode, Sankt-Peterburg 1897; ders., Kniga proroka Daniila v drevne-slavjanskom perevode. 
Vvedenije i teksty, Moskva 1905; R. NAHTIGAL, Neskolko zametok ο sledach drevneslavjanskogo pare- 
mejnika v chorvatsko-glagoliceskoj literature, Trudy slavjanskoj komissii 3, Moskva 1902. 


Mangelhaftigkeit der slawischen Terminologie oder auf geringere Sprachfáhigkeiten des 
Übersetzers hingewiesen.5 

Das zweifellos von der kyrillomethodianischen Übersetzung des Alten Testaments aus- 
gehende altkirchenslawische Parómienbuch bereichert den aksl. Wortschatz durch eine 
Reihe von Lexemen, die in anderen aksl. Schriftdenkmälern nicht belegt sind. Dies ergibt 
sich allerdings schon aus dem Inhalt und den in einzelnen Typen der alttestamentlichen 
Bücher gewählten Ausdrucksmitteln. Unter den anderswo nicht belegten Lexemen gibt es 
auch mehrere griechische Lehnwörter. Es ist nicht ohne Interesse festzustellen, ob dieses bis 
jetzt zusammenfassend nicht bearbeitete Materíal zur Lósung der Frage beitragen kann, 
welche Funktion der griechische Wortbestand im Altkirchenslawischen erfüllte. 

Ich gehe von drei ins Wörterbuch der altkirchenslawischen Sprache (Slovník jazyka 
staroslověnského - weiter SJS)6 und in Etymologisches Wörterbuch der altkirchenslawi- 
schen Sprache (Etymologicky slovník jazyka staroslovénského - weiter ESJS)’ aufge- 
nommenen Parómienbüchern aus, namlich von Parómienbuch Grigoroviés (Mazedonien, 
12.113. Jh.), Zacharijs (Rußland, 13. Jh.) und Lobkovs (Mazedonien, 13.14. Jh.). Das 
Parómienbuch Grigoroviés wird womöglich an erster Stelle zitiert. Wenn auch nicht ohne 
spätere Eingriffe, ist sein Text im großen und ganzen doch archaischer als die zwei anderen. 

Das Parómienbuch bereichert den altslawischen Wortschatz vor allem durch 
Bezeichnungen aus dem Gebiet des Bauwesens. Zum erstenmal kommt hier das asl. 
АСПАЛЪТЪ ἄσφαλτος vor, sowohl in Genesis 6, 13 wo Noach von Gott angewiesen wird, 
wie die Arche zu machen: ПОСМОЛИШИ (d.h. КОКЪТЕГЬ RAHATOGAAAR M — EHIAAAS 
ACNAAATOMA ἀσφαλτήσεις ... τῇ ἀσφάλτῳ (Огір; ACBAATOMb Lobk, HCANAATAMb Zach), 
als auch in Gen 11, 3 in der Erzählung über den Turm von Babel: BACT ИМЪ ПЛИНМТЪ 
BD KAMENHE - И CHAT'A (sic!) BK ΒΦΕΝΗΕ IMA (Grig; ACHT Zach, om. Lobk). 
Dieses Lehnwort ist im Altkirchenslawischen sowie im Kirchenslawischen sehr selten und 
beschränkt sich fast ausschließlich auf die zwei erwähnten Zitate. MIKLOSICH (Lexicon)? und 
ТАСС (Entstehungsgeschichte, 453) führen es in der Form АСПАЛИТЬ an, und zwar in der 
Verbindung АСПАЛИТОМЬ HOMAZATH ἀσφαλτοῦν (MIKLOSICH nach SAFARIKS Památky 
hlahoiského písemnictví, JaGIC nach Bercics Ulomki sv. Pisma). Bei SREZNEVSKU, 
Materialy? und АУАМЕЗОУ ist das Stichwort ACNAATS nicht belegt. SRJa XI-XVII уу.!! 
führt neben den biblischen ebenfalls eine Stelle aus der slawischen Übersetzung des 
Jüdischen Krieges des Iosephus Flavius an. Dort gibt es allerdings mehrere Belege. Im 


5 Vgl bes. K. HORÁLEK, op. cit. 

6 Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského (Hauptredakteur J. Kurz) I: Praha 1966, II: Praha 1973, III: 
Praha 1982, IV (Hauptredakteur Zoe HAUPTOVA): Praha 1997. Ich danke der SJS-Redaktion für die 
Möglichkeit, mit der SJS-Kartothek wie auch mit dem Material des vorbereiteten griechisch- 
altkirchenslawischen Indexes arbeiten zu können. PhDr. Jana ЗУАВОУА danke ich für die Gewährung 
ihrer eigenen Exzerpte der alttestamentlichen Geschichtsbücher. 

7 Etymologicky slovník jazyka staroslovénského (Hauptredakteur Eva HAVLOVÁ, seit dem 6. Heft 
Eva HAVLOVA und A. ERHART), H. 1-6, Praha 1989-1996. 

5 ІІ. SREZNEVSKU, Materialy dlja slovarja drevnerusskogo jazyka po pis'mennym pamjatnikam, 1: 
Sankt-Peterburg 1893, П: 1902, Ш: 1903. 

10 — Slovar' drevnerusskogo jazyka (XI-XIV vv.) (Hauptredakteur В.Т. AVANESOV), I: Moskva 1988, 
П: 1989, IIT: 1990, IV: 1991. 

! 8іоуағ' russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vv. (Hauptredakteur S.G. BARCHUDAROV, seit dem 15. Bd. G.A. 
BoGarova), Bd. 1-22, Moskva 1975-1997. 


12 у. ISTRIN, La prise de Jerusalem de Josèphe le Juif: Y, YI, Paris 1934. 
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IV.Buch (8,4) wird der Asphaltsee (Ασφαλτῖτις λίμνη), d.h. das palästinische Tote Meer 
beschrieben (von seinen anderen Benennungen wird noch die Rede sein), während im VII. 
Buch (6,3) ACNAAATA ganz ausnahmsweise dem griechischen στυπτηρία „Alaun“ 
entspricht: E ТОИ ЖЕ Z€MAH И CEQA И ACHAATA фАЖАЄТЬ CA Ἔχει δὲ ὁ τόπος καὶ 
θείου καὶ στυπτηρίας μετάλλα. Slawisches Synonymum des entlehnten ACHANZTA ist 
СМОЛА. Dieses in den ältesten aksl. Schriftdenkmälern nicht belegte Substantiv tritt jedoch 
erst in jüngeren Texten auf. SREZNEVSKI (Materialy П, 1249) führt zwar ACHAAT in Gen 
6,13 noch aus einer im 14. Jh. entstandenen Handschrift an, СМОЛА ist aber bereits bei 
Georgios Hamartolos zu finden (vgl. SREZNEVSKU, Materialy Ш, 445). Beim Igumen Daniil 
wird das Meer von Sodom (d.h. der Asphaltsee, das Tote Meer) auf folgende Weise 
geschildert: HZXOAMT' BO MZ% ANA MOQA ТОГО СМОЛА YEQMNOA (SREZNEVSKI, 
Materialy, ebd.). Von der Tatsache, daß СМОЛА den Slawen als Bindestoff seit langer Zeit 
bekannt war, zeugt das Verb ПОСМОЛИТИ ἀσφαλτοῦν in dem ersten Beleg. Ähnlich ist eben- 
falls das Verb ПОКАПЬМИТИ κονιᾶν schon in den altkirchenslawischen Evangelien wie auch 
im Apostolus und im Parómienbuch belegt, das Substantiv КАПЪ/ЕАПА „Farbe“ dagegen 
erst später bei Georgios Hamartolos und das adjektivische КАПЬМЪ zuerst im Prolog 
Mihanovics aus dem 14. Jh.; das Subst. КАПЬМО ist sehr jung (5. MixLosicH, Lexicon 56; 
SREZNEVSKU, Materialy I, 226-227). Diese Belege zeugen auch davon, daß aus dem Grie- 
chischen Substantive öfter übernommen wurden als Verben. In Gen 6, 13 ist das entlehnte 
Substantiv sowie das Verb mit einer slawischen Wurzel gebraucht ohne Rücksicht darauf, 
daß damit die figura etymologica des griechischen Urtextes verloren geht. Verbalent- 
lehnungen wie die in Evangelien bezeugten КЛАСКИМИСАТИ und CKAN'2AAAMCATH P kom- 
men im Altkirchenslawischen nur vereinzelt vor. Dies gilt allerdings nur in der über ihre 
eigene Norm verfügenden Schriftsprache. In der Umgangssprache kann man in jenen 
Gebieten bzw. Milieus, wo es einen gewissen griechisch-slawischen Bilinguismus gab, ver- 
schiedenen griechischen Lehnwörtern öfters begegnen. Zur Illustration seien etwa die 
Glossen im Triodion von Bitolja angeführt (mazedonische Redaktion, 11.-12. Jh.): ΠΟΛΗ. 
NOOWTE MA BOE ΠΟ MNOTO СИ KAKO ПАТИСА NOM ПИШЖШЕ (fol. 28а) - NATH- 
CATH aus dem griech. παθεῖν; À AZA IAPONMCA TIMCATI ΛΟΓΈ ми NE ROZbMATh Τον 
(54a) - AFONHCATH aus dem griechischen ἀγωνίζεσθαι. 13 

Das kirchenslawische СМОЛА entspricht jedoch nicht nur dem griechischen ἄσφαλτος. 
Es wird vor allem für das griech. ῥητίνη, risina, „Harz“ verwendet. In den ältesten 
schriftlichen Belegen des slawischen СМОЛА ist der Ursprung wie auch die Eigenschaften 
dieses Stoffs bezeugt. Im Izbornik 1073 ist von seiner Schmelzbarkeit die Rede (237b 15)15: 
No CACHIIAHM ЖЄ 0 ФАСТИЦАЖШТІИҲАЪ CA CMOWA И КОСКА. Im Sestodnev des 
Exarchen Johannes wird die altertümliche Weise beschrieben, auf welche man vorzeiten 
pflegte Granatäpfel und Mandelbäume zu pfropfen (das griechische Original stammt von 
Basileios d.Gr., t 379 - fol. 105d)!$: ETAA MQOAALBATA MM ΚΟΦΕΝΜ CThBAO ΤΗ 
КЛИМА ЕЪБИЖТА БОФОКА CMO/VR. ИМЖШЬ BA «ΤΟΗΚΕΝΗ ЕГО ὅταν διατρηθεῖσαι τὸ πρὸς 


B К. HORÁLEK, Evangelidfe a ctveroevangelia, S. 71, hält das im Evangelientext belegte 
CKAN'&AAAHCATM für sekundär. 

1^ Vgl. Stoja POP-ATANASOVA, Lingvisticka analiza na Bitolskiot triod, Skopje 1995, S. 63-64. 

15  Simeonov sbornik (po Svetoslavovija prepis ot 1073 g.), T. 1: Izsledvanija i tekst (Red. Angelina 
MiNCEVA, Rumjana PAVLOVA), Sofija 1991. 

16 Б. AITZETMULLER, Das Hexaemeron des Exarchen Johannes, 1- VII, Graz 1958-1975. 


τῇ ῥίζῃ στέλεχος σφῆνα πεύκης λιπαρὸν τῆς ἐντεριώνης μέσης διελαθέντα δέξωνται. 
Das aksl. СМОЛЖ ΜΜΑ entspricht hier dem griechischen λιπαρός, d.h. „fett“. In beiden 
Belegen ist СМОЛА als organisches Harz zu verstehen. Ursprünglich wurden mit der 
Benennung smola wahrscheinlich mehrere für ähnliche Eigenschaften geschätzte Materien 
bezeichnet: 1) jener Stoff, den man in Meilern oder Harzófen aus Holz brannte, was der 
Etymologie dieses Lexems entspricht," 2) Baumharz und 3) Asphalt. In einzelnen slawis- 
chen Sprachen gestaltete sich dann verschiedenartig eine naher spezifizierte Terminologie - 
so ist z.B. bereits in der alttschechischen Sprache als unverkennbare Neubildung der Begriff 
pryskyřice belegt.|5 Asphalt heißt im Alttschechischen lep, wovon eine Stelle aus dem 
alttschechischen Komestor zeugt, welche die Bezeichnung des erwähnten Asphaltsees fol- 
genderweise erläutert: jesto nyné ... slóve ... jezero aspalti, tocís lepu.1? Dort, wo im aksl. 
Parómienbuch ACNAAATS auftritt, ist in der alttschechischen Bibel АЙ zu lesen: Gen 6, 14 
Кіт je zevnitř i ze dna spoji$; Gen 11, 3 HCH Auch diese Benennung ist aber inhaltlich 
geschichtet.?! 

Die im Parömienbuch Zacharijs, Gen 6, 13 belegte Form ИСПАЛЪТА muß nicht bloß 
ein Schreibfehler sein (obwohl an der anderen Stelle in Zach das entsprechende ΔΦΔΛΤΊ 
erscheint). Der Anlautvokal i- erinnert an das russische известь bzw. altrussische, aus dem 
griech. ἄσβεστος übernommene извисть, das in Übereinstimmung mit dem griechischen 
Ausdruck ungelöschten Kalk bezeichnet. VASMER?? will das iz- in известь als Einwirkung 
des Präfixes iz- betrachten und setzt es in Zusammenhang mit Belegen wie HZMY0QbNA - 
σμύρνα oder Μ20Γ9ΔΨΆ - ζωγράφος. Es ist nicht ausgeschlossen, daß ebenfalls die Form 
ИСПАЛЪТЪ gleichartig entstand. 

Die Übernahme ἄσβεστος - MZEMCTb zeugt auch davon, daß die Slawen für organische 
wie auch anorganische Grundstoffe entweder eigene oder griechische Begriffe, nicht aber 
Lehnübersetzungen benützten. Das griechische ἄσβεστος wurde zwar in ursprünglicher 
adjektivischer Bedeutung als NETACA, МАГАША, МЕГАСИМЪ, NEOYTACAIEMY u.ä. übersetzt 
(s. SJS П, 346-347, 414), keiner von diesen Ausdrücken kam jedoch als Terminus für 
ungelóschten Kalk zur Geltung. Im Falle des griech. ἄσφαλτος ware solch eine 
Lehnübersetzung wohl schwieriger, da dieses Adjektiv/Substantiv mit dem Verb σφάλλειν 
„zerstören, niederreißen“ zusammenhängt,” was im Altkirchenslawischen nur in der über- 
tragenen medialen Bedeutung σφάλλεσθαι - СЪГОБШИТИ und CABAAZNHTH CA belegt 
ist; immerhin wäre etwa №604700ИМЪ theoretisch möglich. 

In Gen 11,3 ist zum erstenmal der Terminus ПЛИМЪТА πλίνθος „Ziegel“ belegt: 


7 — Vgl M. VASMER, Etymologisches Wörterbuch der russischen Sprache, Ш, Heidelberg 1955, S. 
675; J. MACHEK, Etymologický slovník jazyka ceského?, Praha 1968, Stichwort smůla. 

18  [, NĚMEC, J. HORALEK u. Koll., Dédictví Feci, Praha 1986, S. 191. 

19 І Němec u. Koll., Slova a dejiny, Praha 1980, S. 284. 

20 5ο die Olmützer Bibel nach V. ΚΥΑς, Staročeská bible Drázdanská а Olomoucká, Ш, Genesis 
— Езага$, Praha 1988. 

21 Auch im Alttschechischen läßt sich eine gewisse Schwankung des Inhalts dieser Ausdrücke fest- 
stellen; s. J. GEBAUER, Slovník staročeský”, Praha 1970, T. II, 5. 47, Stichwort ДЇЇ. 

22 М. VASMER, Greko-slavjanskije etjudy, YzvORIaS 12 (1907) 2, S. 234, mit dem die Verfasser des 
Etymologischen Wórterbuches der altkirchenslawischen Sprache derselben Meinung sind (H. 5, 1995, 
S. 263). In SJS ist AZKECTh lediglich aus der ksl. II. Sankt- -Wenzelslegende belegt; seine Ursprüng- 
lichkeit ist dort aber fraglich. 

2 P. KRETSCHMER, Literaturbericht für das Jahr 1916, Glotta 10 (1920) H. 4, $. 237. 
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CATBOQUMA ПЛИМАТА : И ИСПЕФЕМЪ А THEMA πλίνθους; И BAKTD ИМА ПЛИМТЪ 
BA KAMENHE ἡ πλίνθος; er ist auch in Jes 9,10: ПЛИМЪТА NAAM πλίνθοι. In Ex 1,14 ist 
dasselbe Lexem für das griech. πλινθεία „Ziegelei“ benützt: (CKOAE EX ЖИВОТЬ HXb 
АЪЛЫ жестокыми - BOENHEMb и #AHNTOMA - И ECEMM ДЪЛЫ ПОЛАСКЫМИ τῇ 
πλινθείᾳ (Lobk). Dieser Grazismus blieb lange erhalten. Nach JAGiC (Entstehungs- 
geschichte, S. 459) soll das in Βεκόιός Ulomci (Ex 5,7) angeführte, dem griech. 
πλινθουργεία entsprechende ΤΚΟΦΕΝΗΕ ПЛИМАТЬ die Einwirkung der griechischen 
Vorlage bzw. altertümlicher auf dem kroatischen Gebiet überlieferter aksl. Bibel- 
übersetzungen beweisen. Bei MIKLOSICH (Lexicon 573) wird diese Entlehnung (ПЛИМАТА - 
fem.) aus einer Reihe von jüngeren Schriftdenkmälern angeführt, es ist aber nicht 
ersichtlich, ob es sich um biblische Zitate bzw. Anklange oder um andere Texte handelt. 
SREZNEVSKU (Materialy ЇЇ, 965) sowie auch SRJa XI-XII vv. zitieren eine aus dem 13. Jh. 
stammende Handschrift des Lebens Niphons. Später wird das Lehwort ПЛИМЪТЋА durch das 
slawische AAHNO/AOHNA ersetzt. Der älteste Beleg dieses slawischen Ausdrucks findet sich 
nach SREZNEVSKU (Materialy II, 5) in den Dreizehn Worten Gregors des Theologen (russ. 
Hschr., 11. Jh.) enthält; GORSKI und NEVOSTRUJEV?* führen ihn nach der Gennadios-Bibel 
an, ΜΙΚΙΟΦΙΟΗ (Lexicon 331) ist auf jüngere Belege auch in serbischen Handschriften 
gestoßen. Auf dem russischen Boden wurde das griech. πλίνθος noch in der Form ПЛИТА 
übernommen: der älteste, in ΘΕΕΖΝΕΝΣΚΗ und SRJa XI-XVII vv. angeführte Beleg dieser 
Entlehnung ist in den Predigten Kirils von Turov zu finden. 

Eines der weniger frequentierten altslawischen Lehnwörter ist МАЗТА, was dem 
griech. νάφθα entspricht. In der Bibel kommt νάφθα nur beim Propheten Daniel (3,46) vor: 
οἱ δὲ ὑπέκαιον ὑποκάτωθεν αὐτῶν νάφθαν xai στυππίον καὶ πίσσαν καὶ κληματίδα. 
Dieser Vers ist ebenfalls in den aksl. Cantica belegt. In dem neugefundenen Teil des 
Psalterium Sinaiticum (SinN 27a 17)2 heißt es: ЖЄГЖШТЄ ПЄШЬ МАфЬТЖ - L TIEKAAOMh 
- L'HZTOBBEMH | AOZHEMb (das Psalterium Pogodins wie auch die anderen Psalmenbücher 
haben МАТОМ, s. SJS II 325). Von den Parömienbüchern gibt es МАКТОЖ nur in Lobk, 
wogegen in Grig und Zach СЪФОА, bzw. «Ἔφοιο auftritt. Wäre das Lexem NAdbTA nicht im 
Psalterium Sinaiticum belegt, kónnte man seine Ursprünglichkeit in Zweifel ziehen. In 
diesem Vers mag jedoch NA4bTA bereits in der kyrillomethodianischen Übersetzung zur 
Geltung gekommen sein. Die Annahme Ἐνσεενς2ό, Konstantin habe an dieser Stelle 
gemeinsam mit der späteren Simeon-Übersetzung CEPA gehabt, während sich der Grázismus 
МАДЬТА erst im zweiten, von Method übersetzten Text vorfinde, schien schon JAGIĆ 
(Entstehungsgeschichte, S. 432) zu spekulativ zu sein. Soviel ist sicher, daß das aksl. 
ΝΜΔΦΕΤΟΑ nur auf diesen einzigen Beleg beschränkt blieb. MIKLOSICH (Lexicon 417) führt ihn 
lediglich aus dem Psalterium Bononiense an, bei SREZNEVSKIJ ist er gar nicht zu finden und 
in SRJa XI-XVII vv. (Bd. 10, S. 297) wird nur der einschlägige Vers des Propheten Daniel 
aus Veliki Cet'ji mineji zusammen mit der Auslegung dieses griechischen Begriffs zitiert, 


24 А. Совзки - К. NEVOSTRUJEV, Opisanije slavjanskich rukopisej Moskovskoj Sinodalnoj bib- 


lioteki. I: SvjaScennoje Pisanije, Moskva 1855, S. 89. 

25 Т. C. TARNANIDIS, The Slavonic manuscripts discovered in 1975 at St. Catherine's Monastery on 
Mount Sinai, Thessaloniki 1988; die cyrillische Transkription s. in: Psalterii Sinaitici pars nova 
(monasterii S. Catharinae codex slav. 2/N). Ad editionem praeparaverunt P. FETKOVA, Z. HAUPTOVÁ, 
V. KonzAL, L. PACNEROVÁ, J. SvABovA, sub redactione Е. V. MARES (= Ósterreichische Akad. d. 
Wiss., Phil.-hist. Klasse, Schriften der Balkan-Kommission, Philologische Abteilung 38, Fontes Nr. 
2), Wien 1977. 


26 Т, EVSEEV, Kniga proroka Daniila... (s. Anm. 4), 5. 48. 





wie sie in altrussischen Wörterbüchern seit dem 14. Jahrhundert bezeugt ist. Auch dem 
Alttschechischen war das Wort nafta unbekannt. An der angeführten Stelle aus dem Pro- 
pheten Daniel hat die Dresdner wie auch die Olmützer Bibel kluky a küdeli a зто a 
chrástem, in der Leitmeritzer Bibel ist statt kluky der Ausdruck раг4еЯт zu lesen; der 
alttschechische Übersetzer hat also den unbekannten brennbaren Stoff durch eine andere, 
bekannte Brennsubstanz ersetzt.?? 

Als Synonym zu НАЗЬТА tritt im betreffenden Vers СВОД auf. Auch dieses slawische 
Wort ist an dieser Stelle (in Grig und Zach) zum erstenmal belegt. In SJS wird außerdem das 
Pseudo-Evangelium Nikodems zitiert, dessen Übersetzung (aus dem Lateinischen) einige 
Forscher ins böhmische, andere ins kroatische Milieu einsetzten. In einer älteren, aus 
Novgorod stammenden Handschrift dieses Denkmals wird das Substantiv Cb9A in übertra- 
genem Sinn für das lat. inferus, d.h. personifizierte Hölle, „Höllenfürst“ gebraucht. In der 
serbischen Handschrift desselben Textes ist an den entsprechenden Stellen der Gräzismus 
OA‘ zu finden (5. S/S IV 386). In dieser Bedeutung alterniert er im Evangelium Nikodems 
mit dem für infernum öfter verwendeten ПЬКЋЪЛА (aus den Wiener Blättern und aus Besédy 
Gregors des Großen belegt, s. SJS Ш, 516). In seiner konkreten Bedeutung entspricht aber 
ПЬКЋЪЛА (wie auch die erstmals im Codex Suprasliensis belegte Variante ПЬЦЬЛЪ) dem 
griech. πίσσα bzw. lat. pix, „gebranntes Pech“ oder auch „Teer“, wogegen СОА in jüngeren 
Denkmälern als Äquivalent des griech. θεῖον, d.h. lat. sulfur, „Schwefel“ zu verstehen ist. In 
den ältesten aksl. Schriftdenkmälern (Evangelium: Lk 17,29; Psalterium: Ps 10,6) sowie in 
der Apokalypse wird für das griech. θεῖον ausschließlich ROYTIENZ eingesetzt, das etymo- 
logisch mit dem lat. sulfur zusammenhängt und zu den Slawen durch althochdeutsches Mi- 
lieu geriet.28 In jüngeren Denkmälern sind die einzelnen Benennungen, mit den man Stoffe 
von ähnlichen Eigenschaften bezeichnete, nicht eindeutig festgelegt. MIKLOSICH (Lexicon 
972) führt als griechische Vorlagen des Subst. Cb9A θεῖον, ἄσφαλτος und einmal στέαρ an, 
SREZNEVSKU (Materialy Ш, 899) νάφθα und στέαρ (in Dan 14,27 wie MIKLOSICH). Zum 
Subst. СМОЛА ist bei MIKLOSICH (Lexicon 864) das griechische ἄσφαλτος und ῥητίνη zu fin- 
den, bei SREzNEVvsKI! (Materialy Ш 445) noch πίσσα. KOVTIC/VA entspricht nur dem griech. 
θεῖον, während ПЬКЪЛА πίσσα, bzw. ἀσφαλτόπισσα bedeutet (Ex 2,3). 

Die ersten Schópfer der slawischen Schriftsprache waren bemüht, manchmal mittels 
griechischer Lehnwörter, solche Stoffe genauer zu unterscheiden. In den ältesten aksl. 
Denkmälern stehen die griechischen und aks]. Bezeichnungen in folgender Beziehung: θεῖον 
„Schwefel“ - KOYTIENZ; πίσσα „gebranntes Pech, Teer“ - NbK AVA/MbLUbAA; νάφθα „Erdöl“ 
- МАфЬТА (Ch055; ἄσφαλτος „Asphalt“ - ACNAAATSA; ῥητίνη „Harz“ - СМОЛА (erst in 
Denkmälern der Preslauer Schule belegt). 

Auch weitere im Parómienbuch vorhandene griechische Entlehnungen sind als hapax 
legomena zu betrachten. Es handelt sich vor allem um das in 4 Kôn 2,12 bezeugte, dem 
griech. ἅρμα „Wagen“ entsprechende AQMA, und zwar nur in Zach und Lobk; im Pa- 
rómienbuch Grigoroviés steht an dieser Stelle das gewöhnliche KOAEChNHLLA. Obligat wird 
das griechische ἅρμα als KOAECbNHLLA (Psalt; Supr; Apost: A 8,28; Paróm), im Parö- 
mienbuch auch O0RKMIE übersetzt. Die Frage nach der Urspriinglichkeit des Lehnworts 


27 1. GEBAUER, Slovník staročeský (s. Anm. 21) II, 5. 57; ich danke meinen Kollegen aus der 
Abteilung des Alttschechischen Wörterbuchs des Instituts für die tschechische Sprache der AV CR, 
daß sie mich auf diese Parallele aufmerksam gemacht haben. 

28 М. VASMER, Etymologisches Wörterbuch der russischen Sprache, I, Heidelberg 1953, Stichwort 
Zupel. 
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АМА hat sich V. Kvas gestellt? sonst wurde ihm in der Fachliteratur keine Aufmerk- 
samkeit gewidmet, in älteren Wörterbüchern kommt es gar nicht vor. In SJS (I 51) heißt es 
beim Lemma AQMA: de curru igneo, in quo propheta Elias in caelum elatus est. Diese 
Auslegung ist falsch und irreführend. In dem vorhergehenden Vers 4 Kón 2,11, wo von 
Elijas Himmelfahrt und dem feurigen Wagen die Rede ist, wird das übliche КОЛЄСЬМИЦА 
benützt: И CE KONECNHLLA WINZNA И КОМИ HAD... (Dasselbe Wort ist auch in 
Anklängen an diesen Vers in Vita Constantini, LAVROV 69,13, und im Izbornik 1073, 261a 
6 zu finden.) Die Schilderung wickelt sich dann (in der tschechischen ókumenischen Über- 
setzung) folgendermaßen ab: Elisa to viděl a vykřikl: „Müj otče! Můj otče! Vozataji 
Izraele!“ A pak ho uz nevidél. Die deutsche Jerusalemer Bibel: Mein Vater, mein Vater! 
Wagen Israels und sein Gespann! Septuaginta: Πάτερ, πάτερ, ἅρμα Ισραηλ καὶ ἱππεὺς 
αὐτοῦ. Vulgata: Pater mi, pater mi, currus Israel et auriga eius. Die alttschechische 
Olmützer Bibel: vóz izraelsky a vozataj jeho. Hier handelt es sich also nicht mehr um jenen 
feurigen Wagen, sondern um Elija, wobei „Wagen“ und „Lenker“ seine Attribute sind, aus 
denen ersichtlich ist, daß Elija als schützender Trof gegen den Feind aufgefaßt wurde (mit 
demselben Attribut wird spater auch Elischa bezeichnet, vgl. 4 Kón 13,14). 

Ein ähnlicher Fall metaphorischer Anwendung eines Appellativums als Bezeichnung 
einer konkreten Person ist auch im Evangelium (Mt 16,18) belegt: ... σὺ εἶ Πέτρος καὶ ἐπὶ 
ταύτῃ τῇ πέτρᾳ οἰκοδομήσω µου τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, wo das Ev. Assemanianum (sowie auch 
Nik, Hval und Dobr) TH e NETOA - И NA CEMA ΠΕΤΟΕ : CAZIKAR TOK ORD MOR. 
hat, die anderen ältesten Evangelien (Zogr, Mar und Ostr) aber NA СЕМЬ KAMENE. 
K. HORÁLEK (Evangeliáře a čtveroevangelia, 5. 90) ist der Meinung, daß „es sich... 
vielmehr um nachträgliche Übernahme des griechischen Wortes von einem Bearbeiter han- 
delt, der im Griechischen zu bewandert war, um sich die Unverständlichkeit des Wortspiels 
vergegenwärtigen zu können...“. Е. GRIVEC?? erachtet dagegen die Lesart na seme petré für 
ursprünglich; seiner Ansicht nach sei sie gemeinsam mit weiteren Gräzismen als Über- 
bleibsel einer Evangelienübersetzung Konstantins zu betrachten, die noch in Konstantinopel 
entstand. Als dann in Großmähren das Evangeliar weiter ergänzt wurde, Konstantin (s. 
GRIVEC, op.cit. 44) „je uvidel, da prevod na sem, Petré ni vsestransko primeren“ und habe 
es durch na semb kamene ersetzt. An anderen Stellen seiner Abhandlung hebt GRIVEC vor 
allem die Tatsache hervor, daß der Ausdruck na semb petré nicht in dieselbe Kategorie wie 
etwa das unübersetzte dina 6 δεῖνα (op.cit.27) gehört, ja daß es sich eher um Ausdeutung 
als um genaue Übersetzung handelt, namentlich darum, daß im Gegensatz zum griechischen 
Femininum ἐπὶ ταύτῃ τῇ πέτρᾳ im Altkirchenslawischen das Maskulinum na ѕеть petré 
steht. Mag diese Version ursprünglich oder revidiert sein, jedenfalls zeugt sie davon, daB 
das griechische Wort von dem slawischen Übersetzer bzw. Bearbeiter bewußt und mit voller 
Absicht gewählt wurde. Dasselbe läßt sich auch von der Anwendung des Lehnworts AQMA 
sagen. 

Einen analogen Fall stellt das hapax legomenon ЄПАЕЛЬ dar. Dem griechischen 
ἔπαυλις entspricht gewöhnlich das aks]. AB09A, und zwar auch im Parömienbuch?! (Spr 
3,33; Jes 35,7; 42,11; 62,9), wo sich nur einmal ΟΓ0ΔΛΑ (Jes 65,10 in der Verbindung 


2 V. Kvas, Problem původního textu staroslověnského parimejniku, in: Palaeoslovenica, 


Praha/Üstav jazykü a literatur CSAV 1971, S. 81-94, bes. 87. 
30 Е GRIVEC, Na seme Petré, Slovo 4-5 (1955) 24-46. 


31 Zoe HAUPTOVÁ, op. cit. 230, führt irrtümlich an, daß dem griech. ἔπαυλις in allen anderen aksl. 
Denkmälern AROQ% entspricht, im Parömienbuch dagegen nur ΕΠΔΚΛΒ. 


DI OAAN WELLAMB) und zweimal ЕПАВЛЬ (Ex 14,2 und 9) findet. In SJS (1 575) wird richtig 
bemerkt, daß es sich um die Benennung einer Lokalität handelt. 

In der Vulgata taucht dieser Ortsname in seiner hebráischen Form Phihahiroth auf und 
eine ahnliche Form gibt es dann ebenfalls in jeweiligen von der Vulgata ausgehenden, bzw. 
auf den hebräischen Bibeltext bedachten Übersetzungen (alttschechische Olmützer Bibel 
Piarroth, Kralitzer Bibel Fiarot, tschechische ökumenische Bibel Pi-chi-rot, HEGER?? 
Pihachirot, deutsche Jerusalemer Bibel Pi-Hachirot). 

Ein ahnliches Beispiel kommt auch in den Evangelien zum Vorschein. Es handelt sich 
um den Ortsnamen Κρανίου τόπος, der in den aksl. Evangelien KQANHICKO MECTO heißt 
(Mt 27,33; Mk 15,22; Lk 23,33; Joh 19,17 - im Codex Suprasliensis bereits als ΓΛΔΕΗΝΟΙΕ 
MECTO übersetzt: Supr 286,4f.). Das einheimische, dem griechischen κρανίον entsprechende 
Subst. ЛБА ist erst beim Exarchen Johannes in jenem Teil seines Sestodnev zu finden, wo 
keine griechische Vorlage zur Verfügung steht (227a 25). SREZNEVSKIJ (Materialy II, 59-60) 
belegt es in Antiochos’ Pandekten nach einer Handschrift aus dem 11. Jh.; ΛΑΡΕΝΟΙΕ MECTO 
zitiert er (ebd.) als Übersetzung des Κρανίου τόπος nach dem Jurjev-Evangelium (1119). 
Meiner Meinung nach muß man aus solcher Übersetzung wie KQANHICRO MECTO weder mit 
PoGoRELOV?? auf die Nationalität des Übersetzers noch mit HORALEK (Evangelidre a ctvero- 
evangelia, S. 32) auf spätere Bearbeiter schließen. Er zeugt bloß von der Bemühung, 
Ortsnamen und Appellativa womöglich auseinanderzuhalten. 

Eine andere Entlehnung, die in den Parómientext aus dem Griechischen übernommen 
wurde und im Rahmen des aksl. Materials ein hapax legomenon vorstellt, ist AQTAEA 
(griech. ἀρτάβη), das persische Getreidemaß, das einen Umfang von ungefähr 55,8 1 hatte. 
In den ältesten aksl. Texten kommen fünf Hohlmaße zur Geltung, von denen zwei vom 
Slawischen (MEQ0A, CNA‘), drei vom Griechischen (Got, bzw. КОФЦЬ, CATS, AQTAERA) 
abstammen. Das üblichste ΛΈΦΔ (5. SJS П 260) wurde dabei für verschiedene griechische 
Maße gebraucht: μετρητής (lat. metreta: Joh 2,6; 3 Kön 18,32), βάτος (batus: Lk 16,6 - 
39,294 1), μέτρον (modius - 8,75 1) wie auch οἰφί (ephi, das dem Taglohn eines Arbeiters 
entsprach). СПЖДЪ „Eimer“ (s. SJS IV 146.) ist im Altkirchenslawischen als Maß nur 
zweimal belegt, námlich in einer kroat.-glag. Handschrift des Propheten Hosea für das 
griech. γομόρ (corus, in der Itala gomor - etwas weniger als zwei Liter, ähnlich wie μέτρον), 
und in Vita Methodii (LAVROV 71,19: BA MANACTAM … ЄМОҮЖЄ ЮСТА C'AMEQA -K- H 
YR CNOYAOKE ZAATA), wo sich der Gehalt dieses MaBes nicht bestimmen läßt. Von der 
Tatsache, daß СПЖДЪ verschiedenen Umfang haben konnte, zeugt aber die Ableitung ΠΟΛΊ- 
СПЖДИЕ (s. SJS Ш 145), die im Evangelium Ostromirs für das griechische, mehr als 13 1 
betragende σάτον auftritt. Dieses σάτον (lat. satum) ist in den altesten aksl. Evangelien in 
der Form CATS überliefert (Mt 13,33; Lk 13,2 1). AQTAKA ist nur einmal belegt, und zwar 
in Jesaja 5,10: КЕСЫАЕЫИ ШЕСТЬ AQTAE' C'ATROMTE MEQH TH (nach Zach; in Grig 
ohne MEQ; in οὐκ АФТАКЫ) - ὁ σπείρων ἀρτάβας ἕξ ποιήσει µέτρα τρία. Es handelt 
sich um einen der Verse, wo der Prophet die Schicksalsschläge aufzählt, unter den die 
Gottlosen leiden sollen.3* Es ist interessant, daß in jüngeren Schriftdenkmälern AQTARA 
auch dem griech. µόδιος entspricht. Bei SREZNEVSKU (Materialy I, 28) ist die betreffende 


32 Starý zákon. Překlad s výkladem. 2: Exodus - Leviticus, Praha 1975. 
3 Nach К. HORALEK, Evangeliáre a ctveroevangelia (s. Anm. 2), S. 32. 


3 In modernen Übersetzungen werden die Mafbenennungen nach dem hebräischen Urtext 
gebraucht; so heißt es z.B. in der deutschen Einheitsübersetzung: Ein Hómer Saatgut bringt nur ein 357 
Efa Korn. 
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Stelle aus den Pandekten Nikons: ΠΟ ДЄСАТЬ И По TM AQTARbI A ΝΕ AKOKE ICCTh 
АЄШЄКОЄ KOVTIAA mit der Bemerkung begleitet, daß in einer älteren Handschrift ΠΟ n 
CISAOK4 erscheint (bei MIKLOSICH ist das Stichwort APTARA nicht zu finden). Im Lemma 
СПЕЛА führt SREZNEVSKU (Materialy Ш, 473) die erwähnte Jesaja-Stelle aus der Bibel des 
Upir Lichij an: ECbAM | СПЗАЪ И CATROMTA MO ТИ, wobei er die griechische 
Vorlage ἀρτάβας mit den Varianten γοµός und κόρον ergänzt. Nach demselben Bibeltext 
zitiert er einen langen Abschnitt aus der Auslegung des 45. Kapitels des Propheten Ezechiel, 
wo in der slawischen Literatur wahrscheinlich zum erstenmal die einzelnen Hohlmaße ver- 
glichen werden: КОФОСЋ СПЖЛОКА THAECATH, ГОМОФЪ МАЛЫМ СПЖДОЕЪ ЕГ, ХИМИК” 
ЖЄ МИФИ СПЖАЪ ΕΛΗΝΊ... WBOAO ШЕСТЬ YTETE(ATA ЧАСТЬ ΜΈΦΗΙ, A сиклос” MEQA 
€AMNA ΜΝΔΟΥΚΙΜ ДЕЪМАДЕСАТЕ. Dieser merkwürdige Beleg zeugt sowohl davon, wie 
sich die Benennungen und Gehalte der jeweiligen Maße allmählich stabilisierten, als auch 
von der Tatsache, daß in den übersetzten Texten eben griechische Bezeichnungen geläufig 
verwendet wurden. Den ersten Bibelübersetzern fiel es wohl schwer, so viele griechische 
Maße auszudrücken (soweit ihnen deren Größe überhauapt bekannt war), weshalb sie sich 
mit Lehnwörtern behalfen, besonders wenn zwei verschiedene Maße nebeneinander 
standen, wie es in Jes 5,10 der Fall ist. 

Die letztgenannten drei Lehnwörter (AÇMA, €HAKAb, AYTARA) beweisen, daß im 
Altkirchenslawischen Gräzismen auch als Synonyme gebräuchlicher slawischer Ausdrücke 
benützt werden, wenn der Übersetzer eine ungewöhnliche Anwendung des gegebenen 
Lexems im bestimmten Kontext betonen will: im ersten Falle handelt es sich um übertra- 
gene Bedeutung, im zweiten um Unterscheidung zwischen Appellativa und Ortsnamen, im 
dritten um Unterscheidung zwei gleichartiger Begriffe. 

Benennungen der Himmelskórper kommen in den ältesten asl. Texten mit Ausnahme 
der geläufigen ΟΛΑΝΗΙΙ6, ` AOYNA/MBCAllh, ?KbZAA? nur selten vor - neben dem 
„Morgenstern“ ἑωσφόρος (ДЬМЬМИЦА, ZOM, 2RBZAA ARNBNAIA oder ДЬМЬМИЧЬМАЮ, - 
SJS I 542 und 681) nur noch jener Stern, von dem in der Apokalypse die Rede ist (АПСИМФА 
- "Ayıvdoc: ОШ 8,11) sowie der alttestamentliche Ὠρίων - Jes 13,10: eKbZA'H Бо 
NEBECNHA | WAWNI - H RECIA ΛΈΠΟΤΔ NECRECNAIA. CRÈTA СКОЕГО ΝΕ AAAAT so 
im Parömienbuch Grigoroviës und ähnlich im Parómienbuch Lobkovs (SJS II 555). In Zach 
heißt es an der entsprechenden Stelle ZEBEZAR KQOVKHAHIA NEBECNAM (sich: И (00CON'À 
(sic) И BCA ΛΈΠΟΤΔ ἩΕΟΜΔΙΔ. CRETA СКОЕГО Νε WCTANETh. Daß es da ursprünglich 
ein Lehnwort gab, liegt klar auf der Hand. Der Terminus КОЖЖИЛИЮ, іп SJS auch als hapax 
legomenon belegt, wird (SJS II 81) folgenderweise interpretiert: verisimiliter klenba 
nebeská; небосвод; Himmelsbogen. In seiner Besprechung des betreffenden SJS-Heftes36 
äußert sich A. VAILLANT dahin, daß КОЖЖИЛИЕ das Siebengestirn bezeichne, und bringt 
dessen slowenische Benennung kroZilice, krozilicky in Erinnerung. Auf die älteste altsla- 
wische Periode läßt sich dies jedoch nicht beziehen. Das slawische КОЖЖИЛИЕ ist bereits 
beim Exarchen Johannes als Äquivalent des griechischen Ὠρίων belegt (2634 1737, was mit 


35 [n dem im 11. Jh. entstandenen Mazedonischen cyrillischen Blatt, das ein Bruchstück des 
wahrscheinlich von Konstantin verfaBten Vorworts zu slawischer Bibelübersetzung enthált, ist auch 
das griechische ἄστηρ in der Form ACTHO belegt - vgl. SJS I 59. 

36 A. VAILLANT, Slovník jazyka staroslověnského 14, Bulletin de la Société de linguistique de Paris 
63 (1968) 2, S. 154. 

37 В. AITZETMULLER (s. Anm. 16) VI, S. 467. - Vgl. auch L. Е. FoMINA, Nazvanija sozvezdij v drev- 
nebolgarskich pamjatnikach, Palaeobulgarica 6 (1982) 4, 32-36. 





€— 








dem Parömienbuch Perfirijs in Einklang steht: ZEbZ'&A'H. БО NECN'2IIA. И KOVKLABIA (SJS 
Π 81). 

In Zach handelt es sich um eine Glosse, die von dem Kopisten nachtráglich in den Text 
eingegliedert wurde. In diesem Parómienbuch ist solch ein Verfahren ebenfalls im Falle der 
Synonyme АКФОГОМИИ - КФАЄЖГАЛЬМА in Jes 28,16 zu finden: ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἐμβαλῶ εἰς τὰ 
θεμέλια Σιων λίθον πολυτηλῆ ἐκλεκτὸν ἀκρογωνιαῖον ἔντιμον εἰς τὰ θεμέλια αὐτῆς - 
CE AZA ΕΈΖΛΔΓΔΙΟ KA OCNOBANHIA CHONORA КАМЕМЬ ANOPOLLBNBN' - KQAM- 
OVT'OAbN'A HZBbQAN'A - ΔΚΦΟΓΌΝΗ ЧЪСТЬМЪ [OCNOKANHIA] BA OCNOKANHIA ЕГО (Zach 
105a-105b; Grig om., Lobk AKWTONNYLNA). Dieser Beleg zeugt zugleich davon, daß im 
Parómienbuch dem griech. ἀκρογωνιαῖος ursprünglich das altertümliche Lehnwort AKQOTO- 
МИИ entsprach, und zwar in jener Form, die auch im Apostolus auftaucht (1P 2,6 Slepé 815); 
in Clozianus heißt es AKQOTONHEH (5. SJS I 22). 

Als Bezeichnung des Orions ist КОЖЖИЛИЕЮ namentlich darum von Interesse, daß es mit 
der griechischen Benennung nicht nur etymologisch, aber auch semantisch nicht zusam- 
menhángt und daher keine Lehnübersetzung ist, sondern wohl die Eigenart dieser 
Sterngruppe zum Ausdruck bringt. Es zeugt auch davon, daß die Slawen von alters her 
bemüht waren, ihre eigene astronomische Terminologie hervorzubringen. Schon in den 
ültesten Texten kann die Entwicklung der Benennungen der zum Tierkreis gehórenden 
Stembilder verfolgt werden. So wird z.B. das griech. ὑδροχόος „Wassermann“ vom 
Exarchen Johannes im Sestodnev als HAQYXOH (121a 11) übersetzt, in Bogoslovie jedoch als 
BOAR ЛЕВИ; 35 im Izbornik aus dem Jahre 1073 heißt es КОДОЛЪИЦЬ (250c; 251a 6-7)?? und 
in den tschechisch-kirchenslawischen Besédy Gregors des Groflen tritt für das lateinische 
Aquarius EOABNAIA 5ΕΈΖΛΔ auf (5. SJS I 622). Diese Belege zeigen zugleich die termi- 
nologische Uneinigkeit, die besonders zwischen Südslawen und Westslawen besteht. 

Lehnwórter werden auch in einigen Pflanzenbenennungen gebraucht. Gebráuchlich 
kommt im Altkirchenslawischen KEAYZ zur Geltung. Im Psalterium wird für das griechis- 
che κέδρος nur KCAQ^ eingesetzt, im Parómienbuch wechselt das Lehnwort (Num 24,6) mit 
dem aus der Wurzel tis- abgeleiteten ТИСА (Jes 2,13) und ТИСИК (für αἱ κέδροι - Jes 9,10). 
Die Anwendung aller drei Lexeme scheint im Parómienbuch ursprünglich zu sein. THCA 
und THCHI€ sind ebenfalls im Sestodnev des Exarchen Johannes belegt, wobei jedoch 
TACHE für oi πεύκαι steht (104a 3) und ТИСА in einer Aufzählung von Bäumen zu finden 
ist, wo es sich auf kein griechisches Äquivalent beziehen läßt (183a 26); an einer anderen 
Stelle (105d 14) tritt aber BOQOKA für den Genitiv πεύκης auf. Für αἱ κέδροι wird beim 
Exarchen Johannes im Gegenteil COCNNIE (104a 1) oder KEAQH (89a 16 in der Zitierung des 
Ps 148,9) verwendet. Im Parömienbuch erscheint für πεύκη das Lehnwort ΠΕΚΗΚΊ (Jes 60,13 
- nur im Parómienbuch Lobkovs, während in den übrigen diese Stelle nicht überliefert ist). 
Mehrere von SREZNEVSKU (Materialy II, 892) und MIKLOSICH (Lexicon 559) versammelte 
Belege zeugen zwar davon, daß diese Entlehnung wahrscheinlich auch an anderen Stellen 
des Alten Testaments benützt werden konnte, da sie aber erst aus jüngeren Handschriften 
stammen, ist es nicht ausgeschlossen, daß es in Lobk um eine sekundäre Einsetzung han- 
delt. Auf die nachtragliche Bearbeitung des Parómienbuchs Lobkovs kann man auch aus 
den Schicksalen jener Lehnwörter schließen, die dem griech. τερέβινθος (terebinthus It., 


33 Linda SADNIK, Des hl. Johannes von Damaskus Ἔκθεσις ἀκριβὴς τῆς ὀρθοδόξου πίστεως in 
der Übersetzung des Exarchen Johannes, 1-IV (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris V, XIV, 
XVI, XVID, Wiesbaden (Freiburg i.Br.) 1967-1981. 


39 5. Anm. 15; T. 2, Rečnik - indeks, Sofija 1993. 
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quercus Vg.) „Terebinthenbaum“ in Jes 1,30 entsprechen: in Grig heißt es TE90R%, in Zach 
ThONH.OA, in Lobk CAANOTOKh (!). Der Bearbeiter des Parómienbuchs Lobkovs hat wohl 
τερέβινθος mit ἐρέβινθος „Kichererbse“ verwechselt und das übliche slawische Äquivalent 
CAANOYT'AK4 (5. SJS IV 108) zur Geltung gebracht. In einem Falle kann in den Parómien- 
büchern eine Abweichung von der Pflanzenterminologie anderer Bibelübersetzungen fest- 
gestellt werden. Das griech. ἐρυσίβη ,Mehltauch, Rostpilz“ findet sich im Psalterium in 
seiner griechischen Form (Dat. EQECERH Sin, 608СИЮ Pog, HEWYCOEH Bon), nur die jüngeren 
Lobkowitzer und Pariser Psalterium haben ФЖДЬ, die Parómienbücher setzen dagegen in 
Joel 1,4 und 2,25 СЪ ein (5. SJS IV 386f.). Man könnte es für Neubildung halten, wáre der- 
selbe Ausdruck nicht in Joel 2,25 in mehreren kroatisch-glagolitischen Brevieren belegt (in 
anderen gibt es die Varianten Y(AEb, ГЖСЕМИЦА, (AAA, in Tunickijs Ausgabe der kleinen 
Propheten СИПЛЬ). 

Gebráuchlich treten die zoologischen Benennungen АСПИДА (neben dem Parö- 
mienbuch auch Psalt, Supr, Exarch Johannes, Izbornik 1073) und СКҮМЫЧЪ σκύμνος 
„Löwenjunge“ (neben Paróm. auch Psalt und Supr) auf. 

Gemeinsam mit den aksl. Evangelien hat das Parómienbuch den griechischen Begriff 
γναφεύς „Bleicher“ übernommen. In den Evangelien ist als hapax legomenon das Substantiv 
ΓΝΔΦΕΗ belegt (Mk 9,3 Хорт Mar), im Parómienbuch - ebenfalls als hapax legomenon - das 
Adjektiv ΓΝΔΦΕΟΕ (Jes 7,3). Ähnlich stammt vom Griechischen auch die Bezeichnung der 
Würde ünärng-WIATZ ab (Dan 3,2), sowie der Terminus tpiotatai-TQCTATM ,drei- 
gliedrige Besatzung eines Streitwagens“ (Ex 14,7; ebenso in den Cantica Ex 15,4) und der 
Gottesname ΠΔΤΟΔΧΊ (SJS Ш 20). 

Griechischen Ursprungs sind auch die Benennungen der Musikinstrumente 
САМЪБО(КИЙ (Dan 3,7 Grig; in Zach ist die Variante MOVCHKHIA zu finden, in Lobk das 
slawische Synonym ЦЪКЬМИЦА), COYMO-ONHIA (Dan 3,5 und 7; in Lobk gibt es an beiden 
Stellen ЦЪВЬМИЦА) und COWHHT'A (Dan 3,5 und 790, wie auch des Gefäßes KQATHYA (Spr 
9,2) und des Edelmetalls HACKTYA ἠλέκτρον.4ἱ 

Alle die letztgenannten Ausdrücke kommen im Rahmen des SJS-Materials als парах 
legomena zum Vorschein. 

Eine eigenartige Gruppe stellen Entlehnungen aus dem Gebiet der Kirchengebrauche 
vor. Allein im Parömienbuch sind auf uns die Substantive ОЛОКАКЕТОСЬ (ὁλοκαύτωσις, 
ὁλοκάρπωσις), ΟΛΟΚΔΦΠΟΟ (ὁλοκάρπωσις) und das Adjektiv OAO0KAKATOChN'A (τῆς 
ὁλοκαρπώσεως) gekommen. Sie unterscheiden sich allerdings nur durch abweichende (dem 
Griechischen entsprechende) Suffixe von dem sonst gelaufigen OAOKAE'ATOMA 
(ὁλοκαύτωμα, ὁλοκάρπωμα), das in aksl. Evangelien, Psalterium, Apostolus von Slepée, 
Clozianus sowie im Parómienbuch erscheint. AuBerdem sind sie alle handschriftlich in 
entsprechenden slawischen Varianten belegt (KhCECAKEKENOIE, | EbCECAAT'AICMOIC, 
КЬСЄСЪЖЄЖЄНИК, КЬСЄПЛОДИК- s. SJS II 538f.).2 Derartige Lehnwörter können aber auch 
jünger sein - so taucht in dem kroatisch-glagolitischen Breviarium Novianum II als Aquiv- 
alent des lat. holocausta ОЛОКАКТИ auf, während im griechischen Text der Akkusativ 
θυσίαν steht, nach dessen Beispiel die Parómienbücher sowie das Brevier des Vitus von 


40 Ур]. J. REINHART, Aksl. COV9H NIA - σύριγξ, Slavia 63 (1994) 173-176; $. SJS IV 200. 


^! Dieser Ausdruck bedeutet im Sestodnev „Bernstein“, vgl. 107c 26 und 107d 7, im Parómienbuch 
jedoch (Ez 1,4 und 1,27) „Edelmetall“; meiner Meinung nach ist die in S/S I 761 angeführte Uberset- 
360 zung nicht richtig. 


4  S.auch HAUPTOVÁ, op. cit. 231. 


Omišalj KOATER einsetzen. Eine weitere altertümliche Entlehnung, die das Parómienbuch 
mit dem Apostolus gemein hat, ist AKQOKOYCTHIA - ἀκροβυστία „Nicht-Beschneidung“. Mit 
Rücksicht darauf, daß in SJS (I 21f.) die betreffenden zwei Parómienbelege nicht zitiert wer- 
den, führe ich sie ungekürzt an; beide Stellen stammen aus dem Parómienbuch Lobkovs, da 
in Grig die entsprechenden Perikopen nicht vorkommen und in Zach die Variante 
ΝΘΟΒΦΈΖΔΝΗΙΕ zur Geltung kommt. Gen 17,11: 05QbZACT CA AKQOEBCTEMIA ВАЛЬ - 
περιτμηθήσεσθε τὴν σάρκα τῆς ἀκροβυστίας ὑμῶν (Zach: WEOERETE ΠΛΉΆΤΕΝΟΙΘ. 
ωΡΦΕΖΔΝΜΙΔ (-εἰς statt ПЛЪТЬ NEOBOHANHIA) КАШЕГО; Lev 12,3: WCMhHIM АНЬ WEOh- 
SCT NAbTh - AKQOEBCTELIE ЄГО- τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ὀγδοῇ περιτεμεῖ τὴν σάρκα τῆς ἀκρο- 
βυστίας αὐτοῦ (Zach: КЪ АМЬ WCMbI WBOBZATH FLAATh - NEWBOËZANNIA ЕГО). In 
diesen alttestamentlichen Texten ist zwar das griech. ἀκροβυστία in seiner ursprünglichen, 
konkreten Bedeutung ,, Vorhaut“ zu verstehen, in der slawischen Übersetzung begegnet man 
jedoch denselben Synonymen wie im Apostolus, wo es vorwiegend im übertragenen Sinne 
,Nicht-Beschneidung" —> „die Unbeschnittenen* —> „Heiden“ verwendet wird. Die Form 
des Lehnworts ist dabei in dem im 13.-14. Jh. entstandenen Parómienbuch Lobkovs durch 
das Suffix ЬСТВИЮ beeinflußt (vgl. etwa BEZMAARLCTEHIE) ebenso wie in zwei Apostel- 
büchern, nämlich im Mazedonischen Apostolus und Apostolus von Sisatovac, die aus dem- 
selben Zeitraum stammen (in Slepé heißt es AKQOROVCTHIA, in Christ AKQORVCTMIA, bzw. 
0K00-, einmal AK QORYCTEM-). Das Synonym im Parómienbuch Zacharijs entspricht dem ein- 
schlägigen Synonym im Apostolus Christinopolitanus, wo dreimal AKQORYCTHIA, ета] 
NEOBOKZANHK, einmal ΝΕΟΚΦΟΙΕΝΗΙΕ und im 10. Kapitel der Vita Constantini КЪ OBQt- 
ZANIM ЛИ ЕСТЬ ПФАКЫИ ZAKONA ДАМА ИЛИ КЪ NEOEQbZANIM auftritt. Im Apostolus 
von Ochrid (jedesmal) wie auch in Slepé u.ä. (an einigen Stellen) gibt es das Synonym 
ΚΟΔΙΘΟΡΦΈΖΔΝΗΙΕ, bzw. (1x in Ochr) NEKQAICOBQEZANHEE (vgl. SJS I 21f., II 63, 367, 376). 
Zu der Wechselbeziehung dieser Begriffe kann man sagen, daß NEOBQEZANHIC allem 
Anschein nach als Synonym des Ausdrucks AKQOKOYCTHI bereits in Großmähren zur 
Geltung kam, daf) man aber in Bibelübersetzungen das griechische Wort benützte, um den 
rituellen Inhalt zu betonen. Zur Bildung des Kompositums KQAICORQBEZAPMIE - einer falsch 
konstruierten Lehnübersetzung, wo die Verbindung der zwei Komponenten eine ganz 
gegensatliche Bedeutung ergab als das etymologisch unklare griechische Vorbild - kam es 
vermutlich in der Preslauer Schule. Im Izbornik aus dem Jahre 1073 heißt es nämlich: AA 
ПОКАЖЕТЬ CAUTAAFO КА ΟΒΦΈΖΔΝΜΗ И КЪ KQAKOBOKZANHH. ϱΕΚΙΙΕ КА NCOBQb- 
ZAMMM (500 15f.). KOAKOBÇEZANHE wurde also als Terminus gebraucht, der jedoch einer 
Auslegung bedurfte. ΜΕΚΦΔΙΕΟΒΦΏΖΔΝΗΙΟ wurde dann wahrscheinlich als Ersatz des 
unrichtig interpretierten Subst. KQAICOE QbZANHIE nachgetragen.*? 

SchlieBlich braucht noch das aus dem griech. ἔμπλαστρον übernommene Lehnwort 
NAACTA (Jes 1,6) „Umschlag“ erwähnt zu werden. Es handelt sich um eine altertümliche, 
nicht literarische Entlehnung, die auch für andere griechische Ausdrücke, im angeführten 
Parómienbeleg für μάλαγμα verwendet wird. Sie ist ebenfalls in der Vita Constantini belegt: 
ΜΟΔ XOTA ΠΟΗΙΛΟΚΗΤΗ ПЛАСТЫ% БОЛАЩИМА (s. SJS Ш 47). 

Die vorliegende Übersicht der im altkirchenslawischen Parómienbuch auftretenden 
Lehnwörter ermöglicht, die Anwendung griechischer Lexeme in der kyrillomethodiani- 
schen altkirchenslawischen Sprache besser zu würdigen. Besonders jene Falle, wo auch ein 


5 Verschiedene Meinungen über die Wechselbeziehung dieser Synonyme werden in Etymologicky 
slovník jazyka staroslovénského 6, 356f. rekapituliert. 
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slawisches Äquivalent gebraucht werden konnte, zeigen, daß sich die ältesten Übersetzer für 
die griechischen Lehnworter absichtlich und begründet entschieden. Dies betrifft vor allem 
die Unterscheidung zwischen den Benennungen einiger organischer Stoffe von ahnlichen 
Eigenschaften sowie die Benützung der gegebenen Worter in ihrer spezifischen Bedeutung 
(Metaphern, Ortsnamen u.à.). Die Gestaltung eigener Terminologie auf dem Gebiet der 
Kirchengebráuche, Astronomie, Naturwissenschaften, Musik u.ä. verlief allmählich. Viele 
slawische (z.B. astronomische) Fachausdrücke entstanden in der Preslauer Schule, wo die 
griechischen Entlehnungen zielbewußt aufgehoben wurden. In mehreren Fällen kamen 
jedoch griechische Wórter zur Geltung - nicht nur was die Bezeichnung byzantinischer 
Realien anbelangt, aber auch einiger Tiere (z.B. ACIMAA, wo man den griechischen 
Ausdruck auch als Tabu-Benennung auffassen konnte - dieses Lehnwort ist gelaufig sogar 
in Texten der Preslauer Schule zu finden). Schwankung im Rahmen einiger terminologi- 
scher Bereiche war das Ergebnis objektiver Verháltnisse (unterschiedliche Baumbenennun- 
gen wurden wohl auch dadurch beeinflußt, daß es in gewissen klimatischen Umgebungen 
bestimmte Holzbestande gab, die anderswo unbekannt waren). 

Aus den griechischen Lehnwortern ist ersichtlich, wie sich das aksl. Parómienbuch zu 
den anderen Schriftdenkmälern der kyrillomethodianischen Periode verhält. Mit den aksl. 
Evangelien decken sich die Parómientexte in einer einzigen, trotzdem aber eindeutig 
gemeinsamen Entlehnung - für das griech. γναφεύς ist in den Evangelien ΓΝΔΦΕΗ, im 
Parómienbuch das possessive Adjektiv TNAYEORZ (entsprechend dem griech. τοῦ γναφέως) 
belegt. Zwei griechische Lehnwórter hat das Parómienbuch mit dem Apostolus gemein 
(AKQOPONHH - ἁκρογωνιαῖος und AKQORYCTHIA - ἀκροβυστία), drei mit dem Psalterium 
(АСПИДА, KEAQA, СКҰМЬМЋ). Die im Parómienbuch vorhandenen Lehnwörter sind meis- 
tens als hapax legomena überliefert, da die einschlägigen griechischen Ausdrücke in 
anderen biblischen Büchern nicht zum Vorschein kommen. An jeder einzelnen Stelle ist ihre 
Anwendung spezifisch begründet. Es kann also die Schlußfolgerung gezogen werden, daß 
die im aksl. Parómienbuch belegten griechischen Lehnwörter in ihrer Gesamtheit unsere 
Vorstellungen von den Bedingungen ergänzen, in denen die großmährischen Übersetzer 
griechische Ausdrücke in den slawischen Wortbestand einbezogen. | 


The Influence of Greek on Old Church Slavonic 


Radoslav VECERKA (Вто) 


1. The intimate relationship of the oldest Slavonic standard language towards Greek was 
obvious to the very first grammarians of Old Church Slavonic (OCS) in the Renaissance. It 
is not by chance that the language manual Adelfotis, published by the Lemberg School stu- 
dents lead by Metropolita Arsenij in 1591, has the subtitle Grammatika dobroglagolivago 
Ellinoslovenskago jazyka. The Greek - Old Church Slavonic contacts have been repeatedly 
examined, in general and in detail, ever since - cf the selective list at the end of the present 
paper of some studies on this subject published in the 20th century. 

The Greek-OCS linguistic contact was a one-way relation, namely the influence of 
Greek on OCS. It was exerted either orally, from living spoken Greek into the living spo- 
ken core of OCS during of many centuries contact of Slavs with Greeks in the Balkans, or 
in writing, from the language of Greek originals into the language of their OCS translations. 


1.1. The oral, popular Greek (or rather Byzantine) borrowings came into the first standard 
Slavonic language due to the Balkan origin of OCS. Their concrete regional (dialectal) char- 
acteristics were determined by personal reasons: the personalities who were able to carry out 
the Moravian mission successfully, the brothers Cyril-Constantine and Methodius, came 
from Thessaloniki, a town with a strong Slavonic element. It is the origin of the brothers 
from Thessaloniki bilingual background that plays a key role in understanding the linguis- 
tic phenomena of their work and its relation to Greek (VERESCAGIN 1966, 1969). Their per- 
fect knowledge of the two languages was a prerequisite for their future translating activities. 
The bilinguism of the whole Thessaloniki area, from which they had come, was the soci- 
olinguistic background of the popular Greek borrowings in the dialectal basis of OCS. 


1.2. However, popular Greek borrowings in OCS are not easy to identify, as they were quite 
often identical with literary Greek borrowings. It is therefore only possible to assume that 
as early as in Cyril and Methodius' time the Balkan Slavs' language had accepted and fixed, 
e.g. the Greek names of the parts of the year (months) and of some holidays, everyday 
words, as e.g. trapeza, and basic terms of Christian religion, e.g. angele, jevangelije and 
likewise. 

It is even more difficult to present an undebatable classification of syntactic features, 
as SELISCEV (1951) or BIRNBAUM (1958, 1968), among others, exemplify by the verse i 
povelé ime posaditi je vse. na spody .na spody. na trévé zeleně. i vezlegosg na léchy. na 
léchy Mc 6.39-40 Zogr καὶ ἐπέταξεν αὐτοῖς ἀνακλιθῆναι πάντας συμπόσια συμπόσια ἐπὶ 
τῷ χλωρῷ χόρτῳ καὶ ἀνέπεσαν πρασιαὶ πρασιαί. The distributive repetition of expres- 
sions in the verse had direct support in its Greek original, but simultaneoüsly it was a fea- 
ture to be found in popular Middle Greek and probably even in the Balkan Slavs' language. 
Another example of a possible influence of popular Greek is seen in the periphrastic future 
constructions with iméti and chotéti (BIRNBAUM 1958, IvANOVA-MIRCEVA 1962). The paral- 
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lel influence of popular speech and written text is probably also reflected in the cases of very 
rare accusative after negative transitive verbs: besides the pressure exerted by the Greek 
originals with their accusatives, one could also assume application of the Balkan Slavs’ liv- 
ing language usage, where the process of substituting the accusative for the negative geni- 
tive may have been accelerated by the long-term contact of the Slavonic element with the 
Greek (and Romance) element (VECERKA 1993, p. 251-254). 

All such considerations, of course, remain only more or less probable hypotheses 
which can be borne out only in cases of ascertained differences between standard Greek and 
popular Greek. E.g., the OCS lexical borrowings as spbota, paraskevogii, levegite etc 
betray, through their spelling, their origin from popular Greek σάµβατον, παρασκευγ΄, 
λευγ΄Ίτις (whereas the literary equivalent would be σάββατον, παρασκευή, λευίτης 
(SELISCEV 1951). 

Syntactic structure is another field where a not improbable assumption has been for- 
mulated that e.g. the frequent OCS genitive with the preposition ofe for standard Greek 
ἐκ/ἐξ or for the genitive without preposition is probably a reflection of the development in 
popular Greek, where constructions with the preposition ἀπό gained ground on both the 
older ἐκ/ἐξ and the genitive without preposition. Similarly, the use of the compound con- 
junction jako da is considered an analogy to the final ὡς ἵνα, which may have been com- 
mon in contemporary popular Greek, but which was the translation of the dissimilar ὅπως 
or ὥστε from literary texts. The Byzantine spoken language situation may have accelerated 
the spread of OCS conjunction constructions with da, modelled on popular Greek construc- 
tions with ἵνα, esp. in main imperative clauses (as a translation equivalent of the Standard 
Greek imperative or subjunctive) and in expressing hypothetical modality. In addition, the 
same origin can probably be seen in the restricted use of the conditional in clauses of pur- 
pose and in subordinate imperativ and wish clauses (BRAUER 1957, Slavjanska filologija I, 
1963, Kurz 1966, 1967, SEDLACEK 1963; other cases of Byzantine or Balkan borrowings are 
adduced by Kostov 1985, 1987, MINCEVA 1979, 1987, ILCEV 1963). 


1.3. Individual colloquial Byzantine borrowings can be argued about, but there can hardly 
be any doubt that the environment of Byzantine-Balkan bilinguism or even trilinguism 
greatly contributed to the cultivation of simple Slavonic dialects by the fruitful contact with 
elaborate and both functionally and stylistically differentiated Greek, including colloquial 
Greek, ie that these dialects in their spoken form were elevated to the function of a cultural 
dialect, capable of meeting communicative needs more demanding than was the case with 
rudimentary folk dialects, not elaborated for these purposes. Nowadays the tradition of 
Byzantine Slavs' cultural speech, cultivated by the Greek cultural dialect, is rightly consid- 
ered one of the factors that provided the colloquial Slavonic language of the Thessaloniki 
region with that wonderful ability to become the basis of a new standard language, the abil- 
ity that has been admired by researchers since the very beginnings of scholarly Slavonic 
studies (DosTAL 1957, 1969). 


2. Unlike the influence of spoken language on spoken language, the influence of 
Standard Greek as the language of origin for OCS translations was more varied and 
more significant. 


2.1. The influence of great European cultural languages in the Middle Ages - Greek and 
Latin - was to different degrees also apparent in other old standard languages, both Slavonic 
and non-Slavonic, where translations from Greek and Latin (including translations of bibli- 
cal texts) made up an important part of their literatures. However, the position of OCS 
among other European medieval written and standard languages was, from the point of view 
of the relation to the language of the originals, specific and partly different. The source of 
this specific character can be seen in a complex of three mutually connected extra-linguis- 
tic factors. First and foremost it was the fact that OCS had become an instrument of litera- 
ture thanks to the purposeful and well thought-out activity of a philologically educated and 
talented personality with collaborators. Secondly, it was its liturgical purpose. And finally, 
it was the fact of its operating in a specific separation from its natural language basis. 


2.1.1. The specific character of OCS, following from the fact that OCS was introduced as a 
standard language by a gifted individual and his literary school, has been the centre of schol- 
ars’ attention for quite a long time. In this connection the OCS language system is usually 
characterized as comparatively tidy, regular, and showing more or less artificial finishing 
touches and “stylization”. It is beyond dispute that Constantine the Philosopher's immedi- 
ate motive for many linguistically creative interventions into the language material mould- 
ed by him into a standard language in the process of his writing (or at first rather translat- 
ing) was the pressing need for his translations to cope with the lexically, semantically and 
stylistically demanding Greek originals. His guideline and inspiration for finishing the OCS 
linguistic system can be seen in his perfect practical knowledge of the two languages and in 
his refined ability of their theoretical linguistic analysis and mutual comparison, as well as 
in his competence in working out the principles of translation equivalence. 


2.1.2. The designation of OCS for liturgical purposes is well known. The aim of creating a 
liturgical language of one's own was probably initiated by the effort of the Moravian ruling 
classes to emancipate the Moravian Church organization, and thus to free it also externally 
from ties with the Bavarian Church. 

The liturgical designation of OCS dates back to Constantine and Methodius' Roman 
journey (with their disciples and books) at the latest, i.e. approximately to the years 867 - 
869. On the other hand, one can hardly exclude the possibility that OCS was to serve this 
special purpose from the very beginning of its existence, i.e. that it was in fact created for 
the use of liturgy. In any case, either as early as in the Byzantine Empire, or a short time 
after that in Moravia, OCS entered the European cultural scene as a liturgical language, 
although later on prolonged and fierce ecclesiastical and political fighting was necessary to 
defend this very designation. This social function of OCS was a highly important cultural 
and historical fact which significantly affected the linguistic structure of OCS during its cre- 
ation and its whole development. Thus immediately after its coming into existence, the old- 
est Slavonic standard language had to face the necessity of the most precise interpretation 
of official ecclesiastical originals. On the other hand, the language of the very oldest, 
Cyrillo-Methodian translations, because of its canonized character, firmly and authorita- 
tively impressed its norm upon all literature that followed. 


2.1.3. Finally, a very important role in shaping OCS was played by the fact that from the 
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very beginning of its existence it developed separately from its own living language stock. 
In this process functional factors were applied rather than teritorially dialectal factors and 
differences. The transfer of OCS from the Balkan southern Slavonic area to the Moravian 
western Slavonic environment would in itself not have meant its uprooting from its natural 
language soil; this was because the language differences between Moravian and Balkan 
Slavs at that time were still quite small and irrelevant, so that OCS was accepted in its new 
place as a domestic, understandable language (so it was, for a long time to come, by other 
Slavs). But it was a "domestic" language of a special character: it was a solemn language, a 
language of official Church literature, and this function of OCS threw a barrier between it 
and the living language of its environment. The differences of this written language from the 
living spoken language (including the differences that had arisen in OCS because of the 
Greek influence) were probably understood in connection with the specific social position 
and function of OCS and assessed as signs of “haughty” and “bookish” style (cf. in detail 
paragraph 3.1. below). 


2.1.4. Thus the social situation in which OCS originated and developed was markedly dif- 
ferent from the situation in which, e.g. Old Standard Czech developed. While the genesis of 
OCS was strictly purposeful and could be compared to a monolith, Old Czech created its 
massive flow gradually and from many living springs of the domestic spoken language; 
Czech did not have to cope with Latin originals nearly as consistently and carefully as OCS 
had to with Greek originals, and was able to avail itself of the domestic living sources per- 
manently and without inhibitions. Only consideration of the historical and social context of 
the origin of OCS can enable us to corrrectly understand the specific relation of OCS - as a 
language in fact created by one literary school for liturgical purposes - to the language of 
its model, i.e. to Greek. In order that the oldest Slavonic standard language could be suffi- 
ciently exact and semantically refined to translate texts written in a cultural language with 
such a long and brilliant literary tradition as Greek had, the first translators and at the same 
time creators of a standard language had to greatly enrich and supplement the insufficient 
set of means existing in the popular language basis with means taken from the elaborate lan- 
guage of the originals, esp. in vocabulary and syntax. 


2.2. There are two circumstances that hinder the identification and evaluation of the Greek 
influence exerted on OCS through literature. 

First and foremost it is the fact that the concrete originals ofthe OCS transla- 
tions so far remain unknown. Even in the case of the literary text into which the most 
detailed research has been done, i.e. the Gospels, it has only been possible to formulate a gen- 
eral result - in fact already known to DOBROVSKY - that the Greek original of Constantine's 
translation of the Gospel was a "mixed" text, a “compromise”, also containing esp. readings 
of the “western” edition. The respective Greek text has not yet been found (and neither has, 
of course, the codex) (HORÁLEK 1954, Vass 1929, 1932, 1946, SkursKu 1979, 1984a); there 
are similar difficulties with the Apostolos and the Psalter (LAURENCÍK 1948, LEPISSIER 1964, 
PECHUSKA 1948, Vass 1939-46; see ALEKSEJEV 1984, Зкорзки 1977, LOGACEV 1976, too). 

Another obstacle to exact identification and description of the Greek influence on OCS 
is the fact that protographs of the OCS translations have not been preserved; available are 
only their later copies, corrected and edited in various ways, and also partly revised in 


Bulgaria after the Greek originals that were then officially used in the Byzantine Empire. 

In spite of all the obstacles that make it difficult to gain knowledge of the Greek influ- 
ence on OCS and of the translation technique of the first Slavonic literary school, Slavonic 
studies have obtained so much sure information that our general view can be sufficiently 
exact and detailed. 


2.3. The translators into OCS had to face especially demanding tasks in the field of the 
choice or creation of naming units for interpreting often new and in the Slavonic 
community still unknown or unused concepts of the Greek originals concerning theology, 
philosophy and other fields of contemporary learning, civilization and culture, a rich set of 
precise abstract terms with finely differentiated semantics. 


2.3.1. The difference between OCS and Greek consisted not only in the quantity and quali- 
ty of corresponding naming units, but also in the type and repertoire of word formation; the 
most striking difference existed in forming words by means of compounding, which was a 
method extremely popular in Greek, but very restricted in OCS: except for proper nouns and 
a few common nouns (as beginnings of professional terminology), compounding was virtu- 
ally unknown in OCS. Translating problems of this kind were mostly solved by ingenious 
use of the possibilities offered by the domestic linguistic basis of OCS (von 
ARNIM 1931, GRÜNENTHAL 1910-11, MOLNÁR 1964, SCHUMANN 1958). 

In some cases Greek compounds were translated by means of simple OCS words with 
the same or similar meaning, e.g. μακροθυμεῖν potropéti, πολύτιμος drago, πρωτότοκος 
ртьуёпьсь etc. But this method is comparatively rare. 

A more frequent translation was a multi-word naming unit, e.g. ὑδροπικός 
іту vodenyje trode, παραλυτικός oslabl enb žilami, σεληνιάζεσθαι па novy тёѕесь 
bèsenuete se (Mt 17.15 Ass, bèsite se Sav) etc. Greek noun compounds were often trans- 
lated as attributive constructions, either with an attribute in the (adnominal) genitive or 
dative, e.g. οἰκοδεσπότης gospodine chraminy Ai chraminé // chrama // chramu, or with an 
adjectival attribute, e.g. £v τῇ πολυλογίᾳ ve menozé glagolanii (Mt 6.7 Zogr), ψευδόχριστοι 
loži chrosti, ψευδοπροφῆται loži proroci, κυνόμυια peseja mucha, νυκτικόραξ noSstenyjo 
угапъ, εἰδωλολατρεία kumirvskoje sluzenije // kumirome slugovanije etc. 

While translating compound (and sometimes also simple) Greek verbs, translators 
often resorted to a periphrastic expression made of a verb plus an adverb or a verb + a prepo- 
sitional phrase used adverbially, as in, e.g., βατταλογεῖν licho glagolati, προμελετᾶν prézde 
poucati, ἀκολουθεῖν vo slédv (kogo) iti // po kom» iti, ῥαπίζειν za/ve/o lanitg (po lanité) 
udariti, δανείζειν ve зайпъ vozeti etc. Another type of verbal periphrasis was the construc- 
tion of the copula Буй with a noun, e.g. ψευδομαρτυρεῖν loži spvedetelo Буй, ὠφελεῖται 
(ἄνθρωπος) poleza jesto (Člověku), εἰώθει obycai be, ἠκούσθη sluche byste, καθερίζεσθαι 
čisto Буй, χαίρειν rade Буй etc. Still another translating equivalent of Greek compound 
verbs was a verb with an object (in the accusative or a prepositional case), e.g. 
ἀποδεκατεύειν deseting dati, εὐχαριστεῖν chvalo vezdati, λιθοβολεῖν/λιθάζειν kamenieme 
pobiti, συνευδοκεῖν уоГо тей, καρποφορεῖν prinositi plode, πυρέσσειν овпьть Zesti etc. A 
wide-spread periphrasis type for translating Greek denominal verbs was the verb tvoriti or 
dé(ja)ti plus a noun, e.g. καρποῦσθαι plode tvoriti, ἀδικεῖν pakosti tvoriti, προσεύχεσθαι 
molitvo dé(ja)ti/tvoriti, πραγματεύεσθαι/ἐμπορεύεσθαι kuplo dé(ja)ti/tvoriti etc. One of the 
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possible translations of the Greek synthetic passive voice was the construction with the verb 
prijeti/priimati (meaning one's subjugation to somebody else's acting) plus a noun charac- 
terizing such acting; a few cases were found in texts as early as the Gospels, then also in the 
Psalter, the Apostolos, legal documents, the Apocalypse etc, e.g. se Cl(ové)ky ne priimote 
rand Ps 72.5 Sin μετὰ ἀνθρώπων οὐ μαστιγωθήσονται; otevéto priimose vo sone Mt 2.12 
Sav Ass Ostr κρηµατισθέντες кот ὄναρ (HADERKA 1956). 


2.3.2. In the methods just mentioned the Greek influence on OCS in the field of naming 
units was the freest and the most mediated: the Greek version only called forth new expres- 
sion needs, but their linguistic realization itself was quite free, using the lexical material 
which had been available in the living OCS language basis. A more immediate and direct 
Greek influence on OCS could be seen in “semantic calques” or “semantic borrowings”, 
consisting of semantic adaptation of domestic words after Greek matrix expressions, often 
in their “terminologization” in the sense of their theological, scientific or other particular 
interpretation. Linguistically, this is a case of excessive semantic identification 
of the OCS translation equivalent with its Greek counterpart, made possible by at least one 
original common sememe: if a Slavonic word primarily corresponded to a Greek word in 
the meaning a, it could secondarily obtain also the meanings b, c, ...n of its Greek model. 
Many Slavonic words used in OCS translations thus acquired a whole or partial semantic 
scale of their Greek originals, i.e. their polysemantic character, including methaphorical 
meanings (MOLNÁR 1964, SCHUMANN 1958, VERESCAGIN 1967, 1970a, 1971, 1972b). 

The word strasto, e.g., more or less mechanically received all meanings of the model 
πάθος (which had also other translation equivalents) (SADNIK 1962). A similarly consistent 
translation of Greek λόγος as Slavonic slovo caused the OCS word to enlarge its semantics 
by all the philosophical and theological nuances that the Greek word had conveyed in the 
texts translated into OCS and that originally had not pertained to Slavonic slovo. Similarly, 
the word vina appeared for Greek αἰτία not only with the meaning "guilt" but also with the 
meaning “cause” and “case, affair"; ležati was an equivalent of Greek κεῖσθαι, acquiring 
also the new meaning “be determined for something"; the word офьсь was used for Gr πατήρ 
for identifying saints, bishops and monks; the imperative radui sg, following its Greek 
model, χαῖρε, became a greeting for persons who meet (“be blessed, be healthy"); the plur- 
al sily denoted, in concord with its Gr δυνάµεις original, “miracles, wonders"; the saying ty 
glagolesi, vy glagolete acquired, in concord with Gr σὺ λέγεις, ὑμεῖς λέγετε the function 
of agreement, ie a positive answer to a question; Cotenije translates Gr ἀνάγνωσις with an 
additional meaning "sermon"; dreZati for Gr κρατεῖν keeps also its (original) meaning “to 
rule" (the meaning "hold" of the Gr word is secondary, postclassic). 


2.3.3. Another category of OCS naming units created by the Greek influence are real 
calques, i.e. analogies of Greek word forms by means of respective domestic compo- 
nents. 

The Greek language probably above all contributed to activation of some Slavonic 
word-formation means, such as suffixes and prefixes (VERESCAGIN 1970, SCHUMANN 
1958). 

This happened with Greek nomina agentis ending in mme, -ευς, -twp, -tnp which usu- 
ally find their OCS counterparts in words ending in -tel’s, -ike, -ьсь, -ьса, e.g., λυτρωτής 


izbavitel'», μακαρίτης blaZeniko, τεχνίτης chytrece, προσκυνητής poklonenike, κερµατιστής 
рёпеѓьпікъ, ἱερεύς зуешеГь, γραμματεύς Κοπίζυπίκο etc; Greeknomina actionis in -σις, -μα, 
-n, -ία, -μός are translated as OCS verbal nouns in -ije, e.g. πτύσμα plinovenije, κάκωσις 
огъіепіје, δικαίωµα opravedanije, ἐπιστολή poselanije, ὑπερασπισμός zastistenije etc, and 
Greek nomina qualitatis in -ία, -της, -σύνη, -μος, -σις as OCS nouns ending in -ije, -ьѕѓуо, 
-estvije, e.g. ἀπιστία neverije // nevérostvo // nevérbstvije, θεότης boëestvo, ἀφροσύνη bezu- 
mije, uakapiouóc blazenvstvo // blaïenestvije, κυβέρνησις kromvcestvo etc. 

In adjectival formation the most characteristic method was translating frequent Gr 
adjectives in -τος by means of the present or perfect passive participle or deverbative adjec- 
tives in -ьпъ, e.g. ἀπερίτμητος neobrézane, ἀχειροποίητος nerfkotvorens, ἀφύλακτος 
nebl'udom», ἄσβεστος пе(и)ваѕітъ Ai neugasajeme, ἀόρατος nevidim®, ἀκίνητος nepod- 
vižbno, ἀναπολογήτος neotvétenv, ἀπερίγραπτος пеіѕріѕапьпъ, δεκτός prijelend etc. 

In translating Gr denominative verbs in -άζω, -ίζω, -έω, -εύω, -όω, -αίνω the most 
frequently applied method was formation with suffixes -iti, -ati and -ovati, often in combi- 
nation with a prefix, quite often even beyond the Greek original, e.g. σαρκοῦσθαι vepletiti 
56, (ἐν)αυλίζεσθαι vodvoriti se, ἀνδρίζεσθαι vezmozati, ἐνωτίζεσθαι vonusiti, θανατοῦν 
umrotviti, γυμνητεύειν nagotovati, δικαιοῦν opravedati; OCS verbs were derived from 
nouns in -bstvo and adjectives in -ьпъ by the suffix -ova-, so that compound suffixes -bstvo- 
va- and -ьпоуа- came into existence, e.g. βασιλεύειν cösarostvovati, χαρίζειν darostvovati, 
προφητεύειν prorocostvovati, ἀνομεῖν bezakonpnovati, δαιμονίζεσθαι bésenovati (se) etc. 

Also remarkably regular was the Greek-OCS correspondence of some prefixes, e.g. the 
correspondence between Greek words with alfa privativum and OCS expressions with ne- 
or bez-, as in ἡτιμώμενος bestestenv, ἄμισθος bezmezdenike, ἀωρία bezgodije, ἡσυχία bezm- 
lovije, ἄνανδρος Регтоѓьпъ, ἀχειροποίητος nergkotvorene, ἀκαταστασία nestrojenije, 
ἀσεβής necostivo, ἄφθαρτος пеіѕьіёпьпъ etc; Gr δια- and OCS raz-, as in διασπορά rasé- 
Janije, διαμερισμός razdélenije; Gr ёк- and OCS iz-, as in ἔξοδος iSpstvije, ἐξαγοράζειν 
iskupiti; Gr £v- and OCS уъ-, as in ἐνσάρκωσις voplostenije, ἐγχειρίζειν verociti, Gr ἔπι- and 
OCS na-, as in ἐπιούσιος nasostenv, ἐπιστάτης nastaveniko, ἐπουράνιος nanebesemo; Gr 
ката- and OCS o-, as in κατήχησις oglasenije; Gr ovv- and OCS ѕъ-, as in συναριθμεῖν sece- 
tati, σύνεργος soepospésenike, συμφυλέτης ѕъріетепьпікъ; Gr ὑπο- and OCS pod-, as in 
ὑποπόδιον podenoïije, ὑπουράνιος родъпеђеѕъпъ. 

There was practically no inhibition in OCS imitations of Greek periphrases. Such spe- 
cial periphrastic terms as ἡ µεγάλη ἑβδομάς velikaja nedél'a or periphrastic formations of 
the type πορεῖαν ποιεῖν Sostvije tvoriti availed themselves of domestic lexical units with an 
external form such that it did not betray the Greek influence. 

On the other hand, the Greek influence on OCS word formation made itself felt in a 
very characteristic and formally conspicuous way in OCS compound words 
(MOLNÁR 1964, SCHUMANN 1958), which appeared as translation equivalents of original 
Greek compound words more often than periphrases (mentioned above, paragraph 2.3.1.). 

The newly formed compound words were frequently used even in the earliest texts, in 
the Gospels, the Apostolos and the Psalter, e.g. τετράρχης cetvretovlastece // Cetvre- 
tovlastenike, τετραρχεῖν Cetvrtvovlastestvovati, ἀνθρωποκτόνος  clovékoubiica, 
ἀλεκτοροφονία kokotoglasenije // kuroglaSenije, ψευδόμαρτυς l'eZesvédétel'o, ὀλιγόπιστος 
malovèrr, παλιγγενεσία pakybytije, φιλάργυρος 5ътергоГифьсь, οἰνοπότης vinopiica // 
vinopiveca, δευτερόπρωτος уъѓогортьуъ, νοµοδιδάσκαλος zakonoucitel’b, κακολογεῖν 
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zvlosloviti, σκληροκαρδία Zestosredije, φιλαδελφία bratrol’ubije Ai bratrol’ubostvije, 
αἰσχρολογία sramoslovije, ἀνθρωπάρεστος Clovékougodbnike, δεκάχορδος desetestrunen®, 
ἀλλόφυλος іпоріетепьпікъ, µονόκερως іпогоръ, ὀξυγράφος jedropisece, πλεονεξία 
lichovjemestvo, ἰσόψυχος ravenoduseme, πυργόβαρις stlopusténa, µεγαλορρήμων vele- 
récive, νομοθέτης zakonodavece. The very beginnings of OCS literature favoured com- 
pounds with blago-, operating as equivalents of Gr eù- or ἀγαθο-, and with bogo- as equiv- 
alents of Gr θεο-, e.g. εὐεργέτης blagodetel’v, εὐλογεῖν blagosloviti, εὐαγγελίζασθαι blago- 
véstvovati, εὐδοκεῖν blagoizvoliti, ἀγαθοποεῖν blagos»tvoriti, θεοσεβής Бовобыьсь, 
θεοφάνια bogojavl'enije, θεάρεστος bogougodenv etc. The high frequency of this type of 
compound words is corroborated by Slovník jazyka staroslovénského [A Dictionary of 
OCS], which registers 117 expressions with blago- and 70 with bogo-. 

2.3.4. And last but not least, Greek printed itself indelibly on OCS vocabulary in the 
form of numerous direct borrowings, partly because of their “nondomestic” pronun- 
ciation (VERESCAGIN 1967). Slavists were long persuaded that borrowings from Greek had 
been a typical feature of the earliest OCS translations and that the development of old 
Slavonic poetics had not brought a wave of purism suppressing the untranslated words of 
foreign origin until the scribing and literary schools after Cyril and Methodius' period 
(JAGIC 1913, VASMER 1907). The categorical character of this principle has been partly cor- 
rected only recently by research which has discovered that certain codexes contained many 
cases of secondary expansion of borrowings even in places where the original translation did 
not use them (HORALEK 1954). And really contradictory to JAGIC’s traditional conception is 
L. MOSZYNSKI's comparatively new formulation of the attitude of the first translator into 
OCS, Constantine-Cyril, towards reception of foreign untranslated words (MOSZYNSKI 
1969). MOSZYNSKI claims that Constantine consistently and intentionally avoided intro- 
duction of words of Greek or other foreign origin (with the exception of proper nouns and 
the borrowings which had been taken over orally and therefore were part of the Slavonic lin- 
guistic basis of OCS) and if necessary, resorted to calques and free translation. 

As a special type of free translation MOSZYNSKI adduces the interpretation of a special 
Greek concept by means of a more general Slavonic equivalent: e.g. the conceptually wider 
OCS рёпейгь is used in Constantine's translation as an equivalent of the names of concrete 
monetary units in Greek, ἀσσάριον, δηνάριον, κέρμα (but later on borrowings such as 
assari and dinafe also appear іп OCS texts); the foreign units of measurement λεπτόν, 
βάτος are translated as the unspecified тета, and, similarly, λέπρα, a disease name unknown 
in Slavonic, is rendered by a general expression prokaza, while the special botanical terms 
κρίνον, ζιζάνιον are again translated by general terms суётъ and plévele (whereas the bor- 
rowed krime is secondary). 

Constantine did not take over foreign expressions unless they were already borrowings 
in the Greek text he was translating; they could be either words of Hebrew origin, e.g. ἁμήν 
amino, σατανᾶς sotona, Μεσσίας mesija, μάννα тапъпа, πάσχα pascha, σάτον satb, 
βύσσος vüsson® etc, or of Latin origin, e.g. κεντουρίων кепъіигіопъ (Lat centurio), 
κουστωδία kustodija (Lat custodia), κῆνσος kinse (Lat census), καῖσαρ кеѕагъ (Lat Caesar), 
πραιτώριον pretoro Ai prétore (Lat praetorium). In this way he preserved the stylistic pro- 
portions of the Greek original in his OCS translation: what was a foreign, borrowed element 
in the original, remained untranslated in the OCS text. 

Another motive for keeping untranslated words in Constantine's translations was their 


quotational character, esp. if it was explicitly signalized as such by the context, as in οἱ δὲ 
εἶπαν αὐτῷ: ῥαββεί, ὃ λέγεται ἑρμηνευόμενον διδάσκαλε J 1.39 ona Ze réste emu. ravvi. 
eže gl(agol)ete se Sokazaemo učitelju Торт; ἦν παρασκεύη, ὅ ἐστιν προσάββατον Mc 
15.42 bé paraskevdbii. eže este ke sobote Zogr; καὶ ἐκλεξάμενος бл αὐτῶν δώδεκα οὓς 
καὶ ἀποστόλους ὠνόμασεν L 6.13 i izbra ote niche bt (712). ježe i apo(sto)ly narece Zogr. 

It must be said, however, that the application of the principles given above was not 
nearly absolute. Thus some Hebrew loan-words in the Septuaginta were translated by 
domestic words, e.g. βάτος, μαμωνᾶς, γέενα etc by mera, Zitije, dobro; Greek μαμωνᾶς was 
also taken over as mamona, but an ancient character of the other eqivalent, Zitije (as e.g. in 
L 16.11) can be deduced from the fact that its meaning "property, riches" shows knowledge 
of the original Arameic meaning of the Greek borrowing μαμωνᾶς; similarly, Greek γέενα 
remains untranslated in some OCS texts (geona), but its synonym dobre, meaning in fact 
“valley, ravine”, also represents a translating equivalent based on the originally Aramaic 
meaning of the Greek word yéeva (of its first part), which gives evidence of the translator's 
Orientalism and therefore suggests Constantine's authorship of this translation, as was 
already known to HORALEK (1954). 

It is not possible, either, to ascribe all the cases of untranslated words that go beyond 
M.'s principles to a secondary interference of the scribes. 

It is then obvious that Constantine's basic principles, as MOSZYNSKI has formulated 
them, were not applied consistently and completely: not all foreign (Hebrew and Latin) 
expressions existing in Greek remained untranslated, and not all originally Greek words 
were excluded from OCS translations. Rather than principles one should speak here of gen- 
eral and only inconsistently realized tendencies and conceptions of translation. 
Acknowledging such tendencies, one should also surmise that very early on, still in Great 
Moravia, people of literature widely opened the door for Greek borrowings to enter OCS. 
This supposition is based on the fact that the earliest New Testament texts contain about 90, 
and the other biblical and liturgical texts about 40, untranslated Greek words, which later 
copies and editions often replaced by calques made of domestic word bases (MOLNAR 1964). 

They were mostly theological and philosophical terms, *biblical background" names 
etc, e.g. adv, aero, akride, akrotom®, alavastre, anogelo, aromate, archierei, architek- 
ton», architrikline, afedronv, varvare, vlasfimija, gazofilakija, gnafei, evangelije, ерепайъ, 
episkopo, igemon®, ijerei, ikonom», ipokrite, katapetazma, kivote, lentii, liturgija, müro, 
olokavotomate, onagro, organs, paraklite, pira, porfüra, psalome, sikera, skinii, tektono, 
titolo, trapeza, штьрапъ, filosofo, finiko, chitone, chlamida etc. This layer as a whole can 
hardly be considered a secondary text feature. 


2.3.5. Unlike calques and borrowings, hybrid formations were only an exceptional 
and quite negligeable phenomenon in OCS, as e.g. εἰδωλολάτρης idolovzorce [| idolotrèbe- 
nike // idolosluzitel’o (found in early manuscripts of the Apostolos besides the loan-word 
idololatr® and the calque kumirosluzitel’v). 


2.3.6. The influence of Greek on OCS vocabulary can be characterized generally as a factor 
that substantially raised the semantic variety and expression scale of OCS means of naming. 
The semantic adaptation, production of calques and adoption of words from Greek enabled 
OCS to serve social communication in such spheres of human activity and human thought 
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and to interpret such special concepts as was really impossible and unattainable for its pop- 
ular language basis. Its communicative potential was activized by Greek originals in the 
process of translating individual Greek expressions and creating various neologisms ad hoc. 
The possibility of translating one Greek expression in different ways became - apart from 
synonymity inspired by synonymity of Greek texts and apart from Slavonic regional lexical 
differences - an important OCS source of lexical synonymity, which could also be used for 
stylistic purposes, as will be shown below (see paragraph 3.2.2.). 

Lexical (translation) doublets quite often made their way into OCS texts during their 
copying or revision and comparison with their Greek originals, but sometimes they already 
occurred in the original translations. Although it is difficult to determine the absolute or rel- 
ative age of such doublets in all cases unequivocally, the ancient manuscripts of the Gospels, 
the Apostolos and the Psalter corroborate that the existence of translation lexical variants is 
already significant in the earliest development stages of OCS (von ARNIM 1931, HORÁLEK 
1954, ЈАСІС 1913). 

Compound words alternate with periphrases in the manuscripts, e.g. ἀποδεκατοῦν 
deseting dati Ai oredesetostvovati, ὀρθρίζειν rano prichozdati (iz utra prichoditi) // utrone- 
vati, συνετίζειν гагитъ dati // verazumiti, ἀντίτυπος za obraze (za obrazena) Ai zao- 
brazpstvo, εὐσέβεια blagaja vera // blagovérije (blagovérestvije), µωρολογία buje slovo Ai 
bujeslovije, πλεονεξία lichoje imanije // lichoimanije (lichoimestvije) etc. 

A loan-word and a domestic word is another well-known type of doublet (partly of a 
later origin, however), e.g. akrido — proge, akrovustija — neobrézanije, alavastre — stok- 
lénica, apostol» — solv, vlasfimija — chula, demone – bésv, enkenija ~ svestenija, іветопъ 
- vladyka (vojevoda), Копа – obraz», ikonom» - pristaveniko, ipokrito -- licemére, kanono 
- pravilo, kenturions ~ sotonike, lepta - trochoto, liturgija – slu£oba, pira — vrétiste (moso- 
na), porfüra – ргарто4ь, praktore - sluga, prétors — sodiste, ravvi — učiteľ», skanedale - 
soblaznv, skinii — krove, stadii — poporiSte, stratige — vojevoda, sudare – ubrus®, tetrarche 
- Cetvretovlastenik®, trapeza ~ deska, chitone - riza. 

But the influence of Greek on the OCS lexical stock and system is not restricted to 
semantic aspects only. The Greek influence had a share in creation or distribution and fre- 
quency of the OCS means of word formation, i.e. on the activization of some pre- 
fixes and suffixes, on the creation of periphrastic naming units, on the strong revival of com- 
pound words, as well as on the rise of the layer of borrowings, and in this way substantial- 
ly contributed to moulding the general language type of OCS. The typological dis- 
tinctness of the OCS naming system from the living Slavonic language basis and the 
absence or unusual character of some word-formation categories in everyday speech of that 
time, esp. of compound words and borrowings, became signs of the intellectual, high, book- 
ish language style of OCS (for details see paragraph 3.1. below). 


2.4. Many-sided was the Greek influence on OCS syntactic structure as well, even if it 
is less obvious and harder to prove than in vocabulary. In examining this phenomenon it is 
therefore necessary to apply comparative Slavonic points of view and to consider even pos- 
sible specific Balkan developments processes. The last century has seen a certain method- 
ological progress in this type of research, namely a gradual transfer from the problems of 
direct calques to a procedure explaining the Greek influence on OCS syntax in all its com- 
plexity and variety. Roughly speaking, the new studies (BAUER 1958, BIRNBAUM 1958b, 


1968, 1979, Ὠνοκάκονά 1959, Issledovanija 1963, RUZICKA 19580, 1966, 1971, 1988, Mac 
ROBERT 1986) distinguish two layers of syntactic Grecisms: a layer of unstructural, more or 
less mechanically borrowed elements (syntactic calques proper) and a layer of structural 
phenomena, (specifically) activated by the Greek influence. 


2.4.1. Syntactic calques, i.e. literal imitation of Greek constructions by means 
that are otherwise impossible, unusual or grammatically "incorrect" in OCS, occur rarely in 
the earliest translations (their number is then higher in later texts), but still do exist there 
(BIRNBAUM 1968, DuRIDANOV 1957, RUZICKA 1966). 

An instance of a syntactic calque can be seen in the rare use of the nominative instead 
of vocative, e.g. Μάρθα, Μάρθα, μεριμνᾷς καὶ θορυβάζῃ περὶ πολλά L 10.41 mar’ta 
maf а. pecesi se i mlovisi o mnozé Торг Mar Sav (x Ass martho. martho). 

A similar syntactic borrowing from Greek is the construction “bodo vo + acc.”, not too 
common in OCS, instead of a more common clause with copula and complement in the 
nominative (or in the instrumental, but only in later Slavonic languages - it was not devel- 
oped in OCS), e.g. καὶ ἔσονται οἱ δύο εἰς σάρκα μίαν Mc 10.8 i bodete oba vo plot 
eding Zogr Mar (cf. Cz i budou ti dva jedno télo, Pol bedg dwoje jednem cialem, SerbCt i 
budu dvoje jedno tijelo, Rus i budut dva odnoju plot’ju similarly Mt 19.5 Zogr Mar Ass but 
Sav i bodeta oba edina plete). 

Similarly influenced by the Greek model are OCS attributive clauses in which the mod- 
ified noun is drawn from the main clause, e.g. ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας γένηται ταῦτα L 1.20 do 
negoze dene bodete se Торг Mar Ass (instead of the OCS appropriate do done, vo ные 
bodeto se). 

Also the OCS construction accusative * infinitive after a verb of perception or mental 
activity is classified as an imitation of a Greek model, in the OCS language system *ungram- 
matical” or “half-grammatical”, e.g. ὑμεῖς δὲ τίνα µε λέγετε εἶναι Mt 16.15 vy Ze kogo 
gl(agol)ete mg byti Zogr Mar Ass. 

A common OCS equivalent of the given Greek construction is the accusative * par- 
ticiple, and partly also the dative * the infinitive, but the latter construction is a special case 
(see paragraph 2.4.2.). 

In the earliest translations these and other calques occurred as ephemeral and more or 
less incidental text phenomena, which for their inorganic structure and low frequency did 
not form an integral part of the language system of OCS. In this connection, howev- 
er, the frequency of occurrence should not be mechanically considered as the main factor: 
it was also the character of the text where the constructions occurred that played an impor- 
tant role in their evaluation by the users of OCS; the language of the Gospels was so author- 
itative and its formulations so worthy of imitation that this may have contributed to the fix- 
ation and adoption of means that were not very common and frequent in texts (e.g. the 
accusative + infinitive). 


2.4.2. The structural *Grecisms" can usefully be classified as two different types. 

The first type includes cases where the Greek model operated as an impulse in creat- 
ing and spreading an OCS construction which was not an exact imitation of the model: the 
wording of Greek originals called forth a certain need of expression, suggested freely a pos- 
sibility of meeting the need and thus contributed to the formation of means or constructions 
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that had not-been developed in the living language basis of OCS nor had occurred in it as 
only latent, hidden expression potentialities; in spite of this influence, the Greek wording did 
not become a direct model. In this connection linguists speak about special processing of 
elements taken over into OCS, or pressing of domestic elements into new functions, or syn- 
tactic stylization, false identification, interference of the rules of Greek and Slavonic syntax, 
etc. 

In this respect, the Greek model affected the structure of rather elaborate clause for- 
mations, such as compound and complex sentences especially strongly. It was particularly 
the basic structural elements of such constructions - conjunctions - that were created in 
OCS under the pressure of Greek originals; this was done partly by artificial semantic and 
functional identification of domestic words conveying various, often unspecified meanings 
(i.e. various particles or conjunctions with a different semantic scope or with a different 
degree of abstraction) with Greek conjunctions (DOGRAMADZIEVA 1968, 1984, VECERKA 
1983). The equivalence type εἰ (εἄν, ἄν) - aste, yap - bo, ἀλλά - пъ, δέ - a etc (BAUER 
1958, SLONSKI 1908) created a set of OCS means of connection which enabled the young 
Slavonic standard language to express a wide variety of syntactic relations in subtle nuances 
and with a precision that had not been developed in its living spoken basis. 

Another instance of Greek influence, the equivalence of óc - iZe caused the relative 
pronoun with the base *jo- to generalize in OCS and spread into all relative functions, while 
Slavonic languages typically used also relative pronouns with the base *ko- (availing them- 
selves of the possibility of functional differentiation of the two pronouns with different ori- 
gins). 

The spread of an autochthonous OCS construction “beyond the line”, beyond the extent 
and borderlines of its sphere, can be illustrated by the dative + infinitive construction, trans- 
lating, among others, the Greek accusative + infinitive, as has been mentioned above (see 
paragraph 2.4.1.), e.g. λέγοντες ἀνάστασιν μὴ εἶναι L 20.27 gl(agol)joste. voskréSenvju пе 
byti Zogr Mar. The dative + infinitive - unlike the accusative + infinitive - was in itself 
“grammatically correct” in OCS, but its “domestic” use in OCS as an equivalent of the 
Greek accusative + infinitive after the verbs of speaking etc was not fully justified, because 
such cases wiped out its original specific modal shade (BIRNBAUM 1968, HADERKA 1964, 
MRAZEK 1963, PACNEROVA 1964, RUZICKA 1966). Thus the OCS-Greek equivalence of the 
given type called forth such functions and meanings in the Slavonic construction that orig- 
inally had not pertained to it. 

A slightly different example of the Greek influence is the “article” ize, which some- 
times served as an equivalent of Greek article constructions and was placed before preposi- 
tional phrases, participles, infinitives, quoted clauses etc. It is a specific OCS means, 
unknown in other Slavonic languages; it obviously originated as a bookish neologism from 
translators’ efforts to interpret adequately the corresponding constructions of the Greek 
originals. Its use - at least in the earliest translations - was slightly motivated by its seman- 
tics: it implied the notion of forefronting, emphatic drawing attention to the sentence con- 
stituent it introduced, as was shown by J. Kurz’s detailed analysis (1937-38, 1936-46). Its 
form and syntactic characteristics caused this OCS means probably to be associated with Ge 
in its other sentence-introducing functions, and because of its many constitutive features, it 
availed itself of its possible connection with an adverb or a prepositional case and ranked 
with relative clauses with a complement without copula. This is corroborated by a whole 


complex of synonymous formations translating the given Greek construction, namely rela- 
tive clauses proper with the copula Буй, or the participle of the verb byti (which is a means 
competing with relative clauses anyway), e.g. o iosifé ize ot arimatéjg Cloz 12a 33-34 εἰς 
τὸν Ἰωσὴφ τὸν ἀπὸ ᾿Αριμαθαίας, Mt 5.16 proslavete o(te)ca vasego ie este na 
n(e)b(e)sechre Ζορτ τὸν πατέρα ὑμῶν τὸν ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, Mt 2.16 izbi vse otroky sosteje 
vo vithleemi Ass Sav πάντας τοὺς παῖδας τοὺς ἐν Βηθλέεμ. Another characteristic fea- 
ture is a structural adaptation of these constructions to the usual sentence type with com- 
plement in cases where the OCS construction with iZe refers to a noun in an indirect 
case: OCS introduces here a nominative form, necessary for interpreting iZe as the 
subject of the respective clause, or for interpreting an adjective as a complement, e.g. 
sv(e)st(e)nie στ(ο)Κ(ο)νε s(ve)tyje b(ogorodi)ce. éZe vo vlachernach(v) Ass 1.151a 7 (also 
in later manuscripts, cf. choStete li i oto kamyka sego uslySati. ize vami cbsteno Supr 
34.15-17 παρὰ τοῦ λίθου ... τοῦ пар’ ὑμῶν σεβομένου). And last but not least, the adap- 
tation of such constructions to relative clauses is also shown by their tendency towards post- 
position, i.e. after the nouns they refer to, and that often contrary to Greek attributive posi- 
tion, e.g. da иуётъ i tainy jeze tu Cloz 13a 13-14 μάθωμεν καὶ τὰ ἐκεῖ μυστήρια. In addi- 
tion to this adaptation, manifesting the tendency of the given OCS constructions to behave 
like relative clauses with a complement without copula, there appear, even in the earliest 
translations, phrases of the type Mt 12.31 ¿Ze na d(u)che vlasvimié. ne otepustito se 
Cl(ové)kome Zogr ἡ δὲ τοῦ πνεῦματος βλασφημία . The incorporation of ize translating 
Greek article costructions, into the structure of OCS also formally, thus only reached the 
halfway point. 

Another well-known and often mentioned example of this kind is the dative absolute 
construction, which cannot be assessed as a calque based on Greek, since Greek uses the 
genitive, not the dative, in absolute constructions; a real calque based on Greek is the OCS 
genitive absolute, occurring sporadically later, attested in Supr. So the OCS dative absolute 
is not a calque, but, on the other hand, nowhere else in the Slavonic area is there any evi- 
dence of dative absolute in the form and extent existing in OCS manuscripts (RUZICKA 
1961). Although their domestic roots cannot be excluded (e.g. in connected constructions, 
as in rece imo prispdoSiim®), according to which the secondary adverbial meaning of the 
dative construction (“he said to them to-having-come" —> he said when they came) was 
generalized and transferred to “disconnected” constructions too, the spread of absolute con- 
structions in OCS was obviously called forth by the aim to make OCS translations commu- 
nicatively adequate to the Greek originals, where absolute constructions were frequent, on 
the basis of “pseudo-identification” of the OCS dative with the Greek genitive (STANISLAV 
1933-34, VECERKA 1961, 1993). 

OCS texts contain a number of such syntactic means. A few of them that have been 
chosen and explained here have been meant as examples and illustrations of the given type. 
It will be obvious that they cannot possibly be considered calques in the usual sense of the 
word, but neither can they be taken as living domestic means: they have no analogies in 
other Slavonic languages, are bookish neologisms and in a certain form and extent exist only 
in OCS. Thus the Greek language operated as a source of a certain artificial logical com- 
pletion of the gramatical system of OCS and of its enrichment by certain necessary language 
means which in its living language basis had not been used or had not been common. At the 
same time, the formal syntactic adaptation to the domestic language system - in addition to 
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the communicative function they fulfilled - gave these means the character of real struc- 
tural phenomena of OCS, and not of occasional translating equivalents. Therefore 
they could be used relatively independently, i.e. outside the original relation of equivalence 
on the basis of which they were created. E.g., the dative absolute can be not only a transla- 
tion of the Greek genitive absolute, but also of the substantivized infinitive with ἐν τῷ, of 
the accusative + infinitive, of a subordinate temporal clause with ὅτε or of an independent 
participle (RÜZICKA 1961). 


2.4.3. The Greek influence also was valid in the concrete choice of individual expres- 
sions in cases where OCS had several synonymous means: in choosing an equivalent, the 
translator mostly preferred the means or constructions that were the closest to the original 
even from the formal point of view. The wording of the original could thus support and 
strengthen a construction already receding in the living language, or conspicuously enlarge 
the frequency of a rare domestic means, or, on the contrary, lower the frequency of other 
means. 

Needless to say the retarding or stimulating effect on the relative frequency of domes- 
tic means is difficult to trace and prove. Certain results can be achieved, however, by sta- 
tistic comparison of OCS translations with their Greek originals. A frequent type of statisti- 
cal table showing the relation of several synonymous OCS means to a corresponding set of 
synonymous means of the Greek originals is a chart in which one square is unoccupied or 
nearly unoccupied (to make it simple, the table considers a relation of two OCS means to 
two Greeek means)(VECERKA 1986): 





In OCS Gospels, e.g. two synonymous constructions with partitive genitive, one with- 
out a preposition and the other with a preposition ote: jedin» iche // jedina ote riche, trans- 
late the Greek constructions again either with or without a preposition, εἷς αὐτῶν // εἷς ἐξ 
αὐτῶν; each of the two competing OCS means is definitely Slavonic, since both of them are 
attested in earlier developmental stages of other Slavonic languages as well. The OCS 
prepositional construction translates both the Greek prepositional and prepositionless con- 
structions, while the OCS prepositionless construction translates only the Greek preposi- 
tionless construction; it follows that the only unoccupied translating relation remains *Greek 
prepositional - OCS prepositionless". This observation leads to the conclusion that the 
Greek influence on the texts of the earliest manuscripts raised the frequency of OCS prepo- 
sitionless constructions of the given type, which, from the synchronic point of view, was 
obviously in a rather small minority in the contemporary living language, and from the 
diachronic point of view, was already dying out (VECERKA 1955). 





Multiple sentence constituents formed by nouns in a prepositional case need not repeat 
the preposition with the second noun, and that both in Czech and OCS (a monoprothetic 
construction): παρὰ θεοῦ καὶ ἀνθρώπων oto boga i Cloveko, or the preposition is repeat- 
ed (a polyprothetic construction): κατὰ γένος καὶ καθ’ ὁμοιότητα na rod» i na podobije. 
If there is a disagreement between the Greek and the OCS way of expression, the OCS 
polyprothetic, i.e. less intellectualized and more spontaneously colloquial, construction is 
used for the Greek monoprothetic construction: ἐπὶ πτωχὸν καὶ πένητα na nista i na uboga, 
while the translating relation "Greek polyprothetic construction : OCS monoprothetic con- 
struction" is hardly realized at all. 

The complement can, both in Greek and OCS, be used with or without copula. If there 
is a disagreement between a Greek original and its OCS translation, the OCS text most often 
uses the copula for the Greek version without copula, while the translating relation “Greek 
copula - OCS absence of copula" occurs only very occasionally; this may be a manifesta- 
tion of the OCS tendency towards explicitness of expression (cf paragraph 3.2.1.). 

In the Greek and OCS competition between the subordinate clause of purpose and the 
infinitive of purpose it is the square *Greek clause - OCS infinitive" that remains almost 
unoccupied in the statistical table; this may show a secondarily raised preference for the 
infinitive in Greek (which probably strengthened the frequency of the infinitive in OCS 
texts)(MINCEVA 1985). 

In translation of Greek relative clauses and participles (either attributive or substan- 
tivized) by a similar pair of OCS synonymous means, one can hardly find any case of the 
relation “Greek relative clause - OCS participle". This is because of an extraordinary pref- 
erence of Greek for the use of participles, as compared to the living language basis of OCS. 
This applies in spite of the fact that the frequency of OCS participles was, actually under the 
influence of Greek, strongly raised, especially in certain functions (RUZICKA 1963, VECERKA 
1961). 

Characteristic of OCS texts are especially substantivized participles that are transla- 
tions of the same Greek participles, e.g. Mc 5.18 moléase i bésenovavy se Zogr Mar ὁ 
δαιµονισθείς; Ps 17.49 ot» vstajostiichre na те veznesesi mje Sin ἀπὸ τῶν ἐπανισταμένων. 
Since the earliest times they have been attested in other Slavonic languages as well, but only 
rarely, while in OCS they were quite common: Zogr contains about 400 of them, PsSin 
about 320, but the comparison of all the cases in Zogr with their equivalents in the Czech 
Kralice Bible shows that in the Czech text there are 40 cases of a noun or a substantivized 
adjective and 280 cases of various periphrases by relative clauses or other means. Thus the 
OCS text and the Early Modern Czech text display a multiple difference, which in its con- 
sequence is nothing less than a qualitative distinctive feature of the two languages. The other 
participle constructions compare in a similar way. A conclusion might be drawn here that 
such pressure on the quantitative aspect of the participle, a means that certainly may have 
existed in the living language basis of OCS, provided the young Standard Slavonic language 
with a fully and richly developed system of means of sentence condensation. 

The influence of Greek models on the relative frequency of individual means or con- 
structions in OCS texts was extremely consequential for the whole system of the OCS lan- 
guage. The quantitative pressure of Greek brought about a change in the mutual ties of the 
competing OCS means and in their mutual relations, which in turn also changed their degree 
of integration in the system of the OCS language, or their stylistic register. 
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2.4.4. Thus the impact of Greek on OCS syntax, consisting not so much in calques as rather 
in supplementing the domestic structural possibilities and in shifts following from the 
changing frequency proportionality of the system components, provided OCS with its “syn- 
tactic profile” and many characteristic features of its language style. The contemporary ide- 
ological relevance of the first translations and the authority of OCS as a liturgical language 
contributed, at the very beginnings of OCS literary production, to the fact that its specific 
language standard, partly inspired by Greek, was immediately fixed as a norm which was 
supposed to be (and really was) obligatory for all the further development stages of OCS 
and Church Slavonic literature. Indeed, OCS and Church Slavonic, which followed in later 
editions, for centuries retained their language character practically in the form OCS received 
in the Cyrillo-Methodian period, and the “Greek style” in vocabulary, syntax and phraseo- 
logy was characteristic not only of translations from Greek, but also of original, untranslat- 
ed texts (as e.g. ZK and ZM) and, in the Czech 10th and 11th centuries, even of translations 
from Latin (PACLOVA 1970). 


3.1. The term “style” can be used in philology to denote three different types of “ the choice 
of language means”. 

Firstly, it is used in the concept “language style”, or “functional style”, based on a set 
of means that make up a certain partial language system and on the way they are 
arranged. Its specific character becomes evident in comparison with other partial systems 
within the same wider language system. 


3.2. Secondly, style is regarded as a choice and arrangement of means in concrete language 
utterances. This choice has, however, two additional cognitive aspects. Out of the 
well-known group of basic components of the communicative act “author - communication 
- addressee” it is possible to examine the choice of means either in the section from the 
communication to the addressee, or the section from the author to the communication. The 
first section - from the utterance to its perceiver (or from a literary work to its social con- 
sumer) - is social and “acceptual”. The other section - from the speaker to the utterance (or 
from the creator, in this case translator, to the work) - is in principle an individual, 
"author's" section. 

A specific stylistic character of one manuscript from the reader's point of view 
becomes evident in comparison with other manuscripts; the specific style of translated 
works is conditioned not only by the specific character of their genre, of their literary type, 
but, after all, also by the concrete wording of their originals, because in fact the originals 
had made the principal choice of language means, the choice that was later offered to 
the readers as the style of the translated manuscript. A specific stylistic character of the 
translation in relation to the translator, ie in fact the style-creating role of the translator, is 
displayed in the comparison of the translation with its original. This type of research is a 
method that makes it possible to trace the translator's personality, his individual contribu- 
tion to the style of the manuscript, his translation poetics, or the poetics of the respective 
translating school. In addition to this, the first translating school has provided us with its 
programme of translating work, which Constantine formulated in the rhymed 
Proglas to the Gospel as a poetic proclamation of understandability and beauty 
of (God's) word, and in the prose Preface to the Gospel as a theoretical treatise about the 








translator's duty to preserve specific features of the Slavonic language even in cases where 
Greek uses a different type of expression. 

The maxim of understandability led Constantine and his collaborators to a method that 
could be called interpretation of the original. VERESCAGIN is hardly right in supposing 
(VERESCAGIN 1970) that even the earliest translations tried above all to preserve the formal 
proportions of the originals, i.e. to replace every Greek word as a formal lexical unit equal- 
ly with a lexical unit in the OCS translation. On the contrary, Constantine's translating prin- 
ciple might rather be characterized as an effort to transfer, interpret every sematic unit 
or a semantic complex found in the Greek originals by means of a corresponding Slavonic 
semantic unit or semantic complex. Therefore he did not hesitate to substitute OCS 
periphrases for Greek one-word naming units (cf. paragraph 2.3.1. above) or to extend “con- 
densed" forms (e.g. participial, infinitive and article constructions) by means of OCS com- 
plex sentences (esp. those with relative clauses, as will be shown in detail below). This very 
aspect of the oldest Slavonic literary school's translating work, especially of the Gospel 
translation, excites justified admiration of today's Slavists by its courage to use "free trans- 
lation". They particularly refer to the first translator's ability to discover and finely differ- 
entiate the real meaning of the translated Greek words (CUENDET 1925, GRIvEC 1956, 
GRÜNENTHAL 1910-11, ЈАСІС 1913, 1919-20). 

Thus e.g. πλῆθος in the Gospels is routinely translated as monozestvo, but іп L 8.37, 
where it denotes “the population" of a country and not - as elsewhere - “crowd” or “a num- 
ber (of people)", the translator has chosen as an equivalent the word narod». Similarly 
φαίνειν in J 1.5 is translated intransitively as svetito se, but in J 5.35 transitively as svetile- 
nike svétg; the word χώρα is translated, according to its real meaning, as strana or ríiva, 
ταράσσειν has as its equivalent udariti or poraziti, παύεσθαι préstati or ulesti, ἐκχεῖν proli- 
Jati or rasypati, παρακύπτειν pokloniti or priniknoti, μένειν prébyti or oblesti, χαρίζεσθαι 
darovati or otedati (ааъ), διέρχεσθαι preiti or préjachati, κινεῖν dvignoti or (in the phrase 
κινεῖν τὰς κεφαλάς) pokyvati (glavami). Different translations were used, according to the 
context, for the verb βάλλειν and its compounds, e.g. veloziti, venvznoti, velivati, щей, 
izvesti, izgoniti, ischoditi etc. 


3.2.1. Instead of seeking details in the characteristics of the Cyrillo-Methodian translating 
style, it is advisable to look for their common denominators, to look for common and gen- 
eral stylistic values and properties of the first Slavonic translations from Greek. One of 
them, directly following from Constantine's proclaimed principle of interpretation, ie of 
meaningful transfer of the Greek text into Slavonic, was the explicitness of 
expression in the earliest translated texts. It manifests itself in periphrastic naming units 
which often translate Greek one-word units, or in the untying of Greek condensed forma- 
tions by means of whole sentences in the OCS translation, as was mentioned above. There 
are, however, other translation phenomena that are connected with the explicitness of 
expression, although they have so far been observed and recorded by scholars as isolated 
“additional words" beyond the wording of the Greek original (GRÜNENTHAL 1910-11, 
SLONSKI 1908). 

Thus, for example, the OCS translation adds the noun den» in temporal adverbials, as 
in τῇ ἐπαύριον və utréi dene, τῇ ἐχομένῃ ve one dent etc. Further, a number of cases have 
been found where a 3rd person pronoun, especially in the function of object, supplements 
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the OCS text beyond the Greek wording, as in οἵτινες ἀκούουσιν τὸν λόγον καὶ 
παραδέχονται Mc 4.20 ize slySete slovo. i priemlote e Товт Mar. Another manifestation of 
explicitness can be seen in the well-known OCS cases of sentences with complement and 
copula, where the copula has no support in the Greek original, as in ὁ μισθὸς ὑμῶν πολὺς 
ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς Mt 5.12 mazda vasa тъпова este na пеБеѕесћъ Zogr Ass Sav. And final- 
ly, what belongs here as well is the insertion of correlative pronouns into complex sentences, 
as ἵνα πιστεύητε εἰς ὃν ἀπέστειλεν ἐκεῖνος J 6.29 da véruete. νυ te. εροξε posvla one 
Zogr Mar Ass; the immediate motive for their use here is, of course, the necessity of the 
OCS text to express the appropriate indirect (or prepositional) case of the noun 
that is modified by the following relative clause. 

3.2.2. Another feature of the style and poetics of Cyrillo-Methodian translations was 
the ambition to avoid repetition of the same words or constructions in close adjacency. The 
contextually conditioned variability of expression of the earliest translations, known in 
Slavonic studies for a long time (Ποκάι Εκ 1954, ЈАСІС 1913, VERESCAGIN 1970), concerned 
both the choice of different OCS words for one and the same Greek word, and the choice of 
different OCS syntactic constructions for one and the same Greek construction. 

Thus, e.g. ἁμαρτωλός is translated in J 9.24 as gresund, but in J 9.25 as grésenike 
(Zogr Mar Ass), κατακλυσμός Mt 24.38 potope x Mt 24.39 voda Zogr Mar Sav (x Ass 
potope ~ potops), ἀναβαίνειν J 6.22 veniti x J 6.24 volésti Торг Mar Ass. The same stylis- 
tic reason may have played a role in the OCS alternation of the infinitive and the periphra- 
sis with da for the Greek infinitive, as in Mt 18.25 povelé g(ospod)e ego da prodadete i (...) 
i otedati i Mar Ass πραθῆναι (...) καὶ ἀποδοθῆναι (x Sav povelé emu g(ospod)e prodati 
se). 

This stylistic dissimilation was most probably the aesthetic principle that Constantine 
required in his programme of spreading "the word". As a characteristic stylization proce- 
dure, this requirement is neither taken for granted, nor universal or timelessly valid; on the 
contrary, it is always a sign of a historically concrete, certain poetics. Although stylistic dis- 
similation could be traced as one of the basic stylistic factors of the Cyrillo-Methodian lit- 
erary school, it was not later than when the manuscripts were copied that other requirements 
clearly prevailed, so that the original variability of expression found in the 
Cyrillo-Methodian texts was often wiped out and the texts were, as far as expression was 
concerned, equalized and unified with the Greek originals; variants of the text from Mt 
10.37-42 might illustrate such development. 


3.3. The study of the (translator-) author's individual style can also serve as an aid to inves- 
tigation into the problem of authorship of old, practically anonymous translations. This is 
because it is possible to assume that if the same translating issue is solved differently in dif- 
ferent manuscripts, in other words if an individual component of translation is different in 
different texts, the translator will probably be different too. Although one cannot exclude 
that one translator's technique might change in the course of time, it is hardly probable that 
in his later works a translator would abandon his procedures and methods that proved use- 
ful earlier. 

Certain differences have even been found in literary works of the Great Moravian peri- 
od, so that some scholars speak about “Constantinean” and “Methodian” translations. JAGIĆ 
(1913) uses these concepts as tentative terms for freer and more literal translation. A recent 


analysis of works probably written by Methodius supports justification for such differentia- 
tion: Methodius really seems to have been more dependent on the Greek language model, 
and that even applies to his OCS untranslated works (to what is called anonymous homily 
of Cloz's manuscript) ( HORÁLEK 1956). 

It might be possible to go even further, however, and to differentiate more than two 
personalities in the Great Moravian period. The well-known differences between the 
Aprakos and Tetrevangel (or the complementary parts), between the Prax-Apostolos and the 
full wording of the Apostolos, as well as between the New Testament texts and the Psalter, 
admit a conclusion that translating activities were performed by several personalities in the 
very first Great Moravian period. 

To adduce an example: the above (paragraph 3.2.) mentioned way of translating Greek 
πλῆθος by the words monoZostvo and narod» is - as has been recognized by B. von ARNIM 
(1931) - typical of the Gospels and the Prax-Apostolos, while a slightly different use can be 
found in the Tetrevangel and the Apostolos, and a largely different use in the Psalter, where 
also additional equivalents appear, namely mrenoge, ргётъповъ, umænoïenije. Or, 
ἀσέλγεια is translated as studodéanije in the Gospels and the Prax-Apostolos, while the 
Apostolos uses a great number of synonyms, as e.g. studoloëestvo Ai studolozestvije // sko- 
toloZestvo // skotolozestvije // skotozitije Ai skvrenestvo // nečistota // skvrona. In regard to a 
terminological character of this word, V. ЈАСІС (1919-20) as the first among other scholars 
considered the possibility that the heterogenity of translation refers to different translators. 

The differences in translating technique quantitatively and typologically increase in 
proportion with the increase of the number of manuscripts examined from this point of view. 
Remarkably heterogenous are e.g. canonical relics in the use of compound forms of partici- 
ples and clauses with iZe as equivalents of Greek participles or prepositional constructions 
with an article. The texts of the Gospels contain clauses with ize for Greek participles in 
about 10 per cent of all cases, while the Psalter, EuchSin and Cloz contain them in about 1 
per cent of all cases. It follows that the translation of the Gospels applied the principle of 
stylistic dissimilation and the tendency to avoid repetition of the same means in close adja- 
cency, as was explained above (paragraph 3.2.2.), while the other texts preferred the princi- 
ple of translation ad verbum. 'This illustrates the two quite different attitudes of translators 
towards the principles of translation. 

The use of the participle syi and clauses with iZe (with or without copula) for Greek 
prepositional article constructions is suggestive of more or less concordant orientation of 
translating techniques in the Gospels, the Psalter and Cloz, since they all introduce the par- 
ticiple syi into the translation to help crack the hard nut of the transfer into OCS of the sub- 
stantivized Greek constructions with the article, esp. in indirect cases, as in Ps 
43.14 роговапъе soStiim® okresto naso Sin τοῖς κύκλῳ ἡμῶν; on the other hand, a vast 
majority of cases in EuchSin use the participles of the verb Буй as attributes and do not 
use the substantivized syi in indirect cases. Another difference concerns the fact that the iZe 
-clauses for the given Greek article constructions occur only with copula in PsSin, only 
without copula in Cloz and mixed in the Gospels and EuchSin, with a prevalence of claus- 
es with copula (3 : 1) in the Gospels and a prevalence of clauses without copula (8 : 1) in 
Euch (VECERKA 1983, 1996). 

It follows from what has been said that most probably a number of different translators 
participated in the origin of the oldest OCS literary relics, and this also brought different atti- 
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tudes towards Greek originals and towards the Greek language model generally, according 
to different education, different abilities and different translating conceptions of the indi- 
vidual creative personalities of the first Slavonic literary school. The author's, individual 
aspect of the influence of Greek on OCS cannot be neglected in another field either, name- 
ly in the study of the language system and the period standard of OCS, as the author's share 
is genetically primary in relation to the language system: the impact of Greek soaked into 
the individual OCS texts through translators and there its manifestations could be normal- 
ized and could become integral parts of the language system of Old Church Slavonic. 

Greek was a source of expression power for OCS. With extraordinary vitality the 
young Slavonic standard language adopted and adapted everything from Greek that could 
help it to cope with new and demanding communicative tasks. The prolific and inspirational 
contact with Greek made it easy for OCS to enter the European cultural scene. Since the 
very beginnings of OCS, Greek participated in providing it with such qualities of expression 
that Old Church Slavonic was able to successfully play the role of an international cultural 
language as a younger, medieval sister of Greek and Latin (VECERKA 1973, 1974, THOMSON 
1986). 
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period, Moskva 1969. — Idem: Κἄπι váprosa za principite v prevodaceskata dejnost na slavjanskite 
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Perevodceskaja technika Kirilla i Mefodija, Moskva 1971; II. Var'irovanije sredstv vyrazenija 
v perevodéeskoj technike Kirilla i Mefodija, Moskva 1972 (a). — Idem: Kyrills und Methods Über- 
setzungstechnik: drei Typen der Entsprechung zwischen griechischen und slavischen Wórtern, ZslPh 
36 (1972) (b), Nr. 2, 373-385. — Idem: Perevodceskaja technika Kirilla i Mefodija: nekotoryje 
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le vocabulaire grec, in: Atti del V Congr. Intern. di studi Bizant., Roma 1939, 564-577. — 
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Céramiques importées à Byzance: 
une quasi-absence 


Véronique FRANCOIS (Strasbourg) 


L'étude de la diffusion des céramiques médiévales occidentales et orientales en 
Méditerranée suscite de plus en plus l'interét d'un certain nombre de chercheurs désireux de 
mieux comprendre la transmission des techniques, de souligner les influences que ces pro- 
ductions ont les unes sur les autres et de préciser les mécanismes du commerce de la vais- 
selle encore trop méconnus. Dans le monde oriental, nous savons que certaines productions 
byzantines des ХП°-ХШ° siècles circulent largement. Il s'agit de vases de Fine Sgraffito 
Ware et Zeuxippus Ware ~ diffusés dans l'Empire et en dehors de ses frontiéres tant en 
Occident qu'en Orient - et de Measles Ware et Aegean Ware qui apparaissent fréquemment 
sur les sites italiens pour les premiers et sur les sites levantins presque uniquement pour les 
seconds.! Ce phénomène, qui caractérise les ХП-ХШ“ siècles, est unique, aucun autre type 
de céramique byzantine issu de productions antérieures ou postérieures ne connaissant une 
telle distribution. Ainsi Byzance exporte sa céramique au moins pendant un temps mais elle 
semble en importer trés peu comme si ses propres productions suffisaient à sa consomma- 
tion et comme si elle restait imperméable aux influences extérieures. Pourtant l'observation 
des découvertes faites en Grèce et en Turquie du X° au XV* siècle révèle l'existence de 
céramiques étrangéres originaires du monde islamique oriental et de Méditerranée occiden- 
tale. Ces trouvailles correspondent-elles à des importations massives ou sont-elles des 
découvertes isolées et dans quelles mesures ont-elles influencé les productions byzantines? 
Autant de questions auxquelles nous allons tenter de répondre en examinant successivement 
les productions islamiques, italiennes et ibéro-islamiques mises au jour sur le territoire 
byzantin, c'est-à-dire pour ces époques la Thrace et l' Asie Mineure excepté les territorires 
passés sous domination seldjoukide et toute la Gréce y compris les régions momentanément 
contrôlées par les Francs 


1 V. FRANÇOIS, Sur la circulation des céramiques byzantines en Méditerannée orientale et occi- 
dentale, in: VIe Congrès International sur la Céramique Médiévale en Méditerranée, Aix-en-Provence, 
13-18 novembre 1995, Aix-en-Provence 1997, p. 231-236. Ajoutons à cet inventaire les découvertes 
récentes de Zeuxippus Ware faites en France dans les fouilles de Sainte-Barbe à Marseille, dans les 
fouilles d'Olbia à Hyéres et à Aléria dans le Fort de Matra. Voir L. VALLAURI, La circulation des 
céramiques méditerranéennes au Moyen Age: exemples en Provence et en Corse, Recherches récentes 
d'archéologie médiévale en Corse, Patrimoine d'une ile 1 (1995) 69-77. 


?  Lessites d'époque médiévale fouillés en Turquie sont assez peu nombreux, ce qui limite évidem- 
ment la portée des conclusions que nous pouvons tirer de l'observation des céramiques qui y ont été 
découvertes. L' examen porte sur les vestiges mis au jour dans la capitale de l'Empire et sur ceux 
retrouvés dans des villes d' Asie Mineure. En Gréce, les découvertes proviennent de grands chantiers 
de fouille comme Corinthe oü on peut suivre sur une trés longue période l'évolution de l'approvi- 
sionnement du site et le rapport entre les productions locales et byzantines et les importations; des 
fouilles de sauvetage plus ou moins riches livrent réguliérement du matériel, de méme que des ramas- 
sages de surface; tandis que de nombreux vases emmurés dans plusieurs églises sont étroitement liés 
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I. Céramiques islamiques à Byzance 


Lidentification des céramiques islamiques à partir des publications anciennes qui 
présentent les découvertes constantinopolitaines pose probléme. En effet, si certaines sont 
trés imprécises d'autres, au contraire, sont péremptoires - nous pensons en particulier à l’at- 
tribution qui est régulièrement faite aux ateliers syriens de Raqqa de toute une série de vases 
qui aujourd'hui semblent avoir eu d'autres origines? Les illustrations proposées ne perme- 
ttent pas de juger de la justesse de l'identification et ne donnent pas les moyens de la cor- 
riger. Ainsi, par exemple, D. ΤΑΙΒΟΤ-ΕΙΟΕ signale parmi les trouvailles faites dans les 
fouilles de la capitale de l'Empire divers fragments d'origine islamique dont les énoncés ne 
sont guère utilisables*: - céramique égyptienne à pâte frittée avec un décor en relief com- 
posé de poissons sous des glaçures bleues et vertes (fouilles de l'Hippodrome);? - 
céramique à pate blanche peinte au lustre métallique (trois tessons) datée par analogie du 
XIV* siècle. La pâte et le décor les assimileraient à des vases de Fostat mais l'auteur n'ex- 
clu pas une origine syrienne ou perse (Hippodrome);$ - céramique de Raqqa datée du XII* 
siècle (fouilles du Grand Palais);? - céramique du ХП siècle d'origine mésopotamienne [2] 
(Grand Palais); - fragments d'origine perse avec un décor en relief sous une glagure opaque 
bleue, XII* siécle (Grand Palais); - fragment de céramique typique de Fostat [?] (lieu de 
découverte non précisé).? On voit bien ici qu'il est trés difficile d'identifier les céramiques 
dont il est question. Outre le fait qu'elles ne sont pas considérées par l'auteur comme byzan- 
tines et qu'elles possédent des caractéristiques - telles que la páte blanche et frittée, la pein- 
ture au lustre métallique ou la glaçure bleue opaque - qui les rattachent sûrement aux pro- 
ductions islamiques, on ne peut rien conclure de précis sur leurs origines. Il est seulement 
possible de déduire l'existence, dans les fouilles de l'Hippodrome et du Grand Palais, de 
rares exemplaires de productions islamiques. Au Grand Palais, d'autres découvertes de 
céramiques du XII*-début ХШ? siècle attribuées à Raqqa? - pâte blanche fine et décor flo- 
ral ou inscription coufique moulés couverts d'une glagure opaque de couleur créme ou bleu 
turquoise - semblent en fait issu des productions seldjoukides de Perse! comme les vases 


aux dates de construction de ces édifices. Enfin, des découvertes isolées apparaissent qa et là sans véri- 
table contexte auquel les rattacher. La nature des informations recueillies est donc trés variable d'un 
site à un autre. 

3 Оп désigne par céramique de Raqqa - cité caravaniére de Syrie détruite par les Mongols en 1259 
- les productions ayyoubides de Syrie peintes au lustre métallique, à glacure monochrome et au décor 
peint en noir sous glacure turquoise. Des fouilles y ont effectivement mís au jour des vestiges de four 
et des rebuts de-cuisson. J. SAUVAGET, Tessons de Rakka, Arslsl 13-14 (1948) 31-45. 

4 р. TALBOT-Rice, The Pottery of Byzantium and the Islamic World, in: C. GEDDES (ed.), Studies 
in Islamic Art and Architecture in Honor of Professor K.A.C. Creswell, Le Caire 1965, p. 194. 

5 Idem, Byzantine Glazed Pottery, Oxford 1930, p. 25, pl. III, 1. | 

6 Idem, The Byzantine Pottery, Preliminary Report upon the Excavations carried out in the 
Hippodrom of Constantinople in 1927, British Academy 1928, p. 39. 

7 — R.B.K. STEVENSON, The Pottery, The Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors, First Report 1935- 
1938, London 1947, p. 56, pl. 26, fig. 3, 4. 

8 А. LANE, The Early Sgraffito Ware of the Near-East, TOCS (1938) 50. 

9 D. TALBOT-RICE, The Byzantine Pottery, The Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors, Second 
Report, Edimbourg 1958, p. 111. 

10 Pour des exemples proches, D. Talbot-Rice renvoie à A. LANE, Early Islamic Pottery, London 
1947, n°39 et 42. 


retrouvés quelques années auparavant dans un contexte daté de la deuxiéme moitié du XII* 
siecle.!! Urs. PESCHLOW, plus récemment, signale la mise au jour, lors du dégagement d'un 
couloir au sud de Sainte-Iréne dans un remblai homogéne d'origine inconnue, de trois vases 
à glacure opaque bleu turquoise, là encore de fabrication assurément islamique.!? En 
revanche, d'autres types sont mieux identifiés comme ce fragment de céramique тіпаї!3 
retrouvé dans les niveaux byzantins tardifs des fouilles du Myrélaion (Bodrum Camii).!* 
C'est jusqu'à présent le seul exemple de ce type attesté à Istanbul, il est daté entre 1175 et 
1225. Enfin, dans la plupart des niveaux byzantins tardifs des fouilles de l'église Saint- 
Polyeucte (Sarachane), on trouve de nombreux fragments de vases islamiques attribués à la 
deuxième moitié du XII? siècle, à pâte blanche siliceuse, au décor moulé, découpé ou incisé 
sous glacure opaque blanche ou turquoise.!5 Il s'agit, d'aprés J. W. Hayes, de céramiques 
importées des régions seldjoukides d'Anatolie ou de Perse du Nord. Une autre production 
musulmane est présente à Saraghane, ce sont quelques fragments et un grand plat de 
céramique de type lakábi.!6 Ces piéces trés rares sont tantót attribuées à des ateliers perses 
tantôt à des ateliers ѕугіепѕ.!? Des tessons, peu nombreux, à décor polychrome peint sur 
glagure complétent les découvertes de céramiques fines à pate blanche, tandis que quelques 
céramiques à pate jaune plus grossiére, décor sgraffito et glacure verte, datées entre 1175 et 
1200, sont attribuées avec beaucoup de réserve à des ateliers syriens. A Sardes, ce sont deux 
petits fragments de céramique de Rayy avec un décor en relief qui ont été découverts et 
datés par analogie de la seconde moitié du ХП siécle.!8 A Pergame, si les fragments d'o- 
rigines non byzantines sont rares, on trouve parmi eux quelques exemplaires à pate siliceuse 
et décor peint en noir sous glacure alcaline bleu turquoise.!? Ces vases s'apparentent à cer- 
taines productions de Raqqa bien qu'on ne puisse exclure une origine seldjoukide 
d'Anatolie. En effet, il faut insister sur la confusion qui existe entre ces deux zones de pro- 
ductions. La céramique seldjoukide d'Anatolie est encore trés peu connue mais on parvient 


п Κ.Β.Κ. STEVENSON, 1947, p. 56, pl. 26, fig. 3, 4. 


12 Urs. PESCHLOW, Byzantinische Keramik aus Istanbul. Ein Fundkomplex bei der Irenenkirche, 
IstMitt 27-28 (1977-1978) 371-372, 402-403, Abb. 13, 14, Tafel 139 n°6, 140 n°1, 3. 

13 La céramique minaï — du persan mind qui signifie émail ~ est originaire notamment des ateliers 
de Rayy et Käshän en Perse seldjoukide. Elle est datée de la fin XII - début ХШ siècle. Sa principale 
caractéristique est sa double cuisson, la premiere, à haute température, permet de cuire la glagure tan- 
dis que la seconde, au petit feu, fixe les couleurs opacifiées à l'étain. L' iconographie est directement 
empruntée à l'art des miniaturistes persans. 

№ JW. Hayes, The Excavated Pottery from the Bodrum Сати, in: С. L. STRIKER, The Myrelaion 
(Bodrum Camii) in Istanbul, Princeton 1981, p. 36, 38, fig. 82 a. 

15 Idem, The Pottery, in: Excavations at Sarachane in Istanbul, II, Princeton 1992, p. 43-44, fig. 16, 
pl. 9. 

16 Τα céramique lakábi — du persan lakäbi, taches bleues - est une production à pâte blanche sili- 
ceuse, recouverte d'épaisses glaçures polychromes de couleurs vives appliquées en coulures fusantes 
ou retenues par le cloisonnement du décor en relief, associés à des motifs champlevés ou incisés. 

!7 Pour un résumé du débat sur les origines de ces céramiques, voir: J. SOUSTIEL, La céramique 
islamique, Fribourg 1985, p. 124. 

18 ТА. Scorr - D. C. KAMILL, Late Byzantine Glazed Pottery from Sardis, in: XVe ACIEB, 
Athénes, septembre 1976, II, 2, Athens 1981, p. 687. 

19 J.-M. SPIESER, Die byzantinische Keramik in der Wohnstadtgrabung, Pergamenische 
Forschungen 9 (1996) 92, Tafel 60 n°587-594. 
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toutefois à distinguer deux grandes catégories dont l'une est constituée de vases à páte sil- 
iceuse et glagure alcaline opaque bleu turquoise, de vases peints au lustre métallique ainsi 
que de céramiques peintes en bleu et noir sous glacure alcaline incolore ou bleue. Si ces 
céramiques peintes sont trés proches des productions contemporaines de Raqqa, les ratés de 
cuisson retrouvés sur les sites anatoliens témoignent bien d'une fabrication locale.?? Aussi, 
il convient de tenir compte de l'existence de cette production seldjoukide, trop longtemps 
négligée, lors de l'attribution des découvertes à un centre ou un autre et il est assez vraisem- 
blable d'imaginer que les vases trés fragmentaires de type Raqqa de Pergame ou encore 
ceux d'Aphrodisias?! soient plutôt issus d'une fabrication d’ Anatolie seldjoukide.?? 

En Grèce, les productions islamiques sont rarement attestées. Deux plats à reflets 
métalliques originaires d'Egypte fatimide, datés de la première moitié du XI* siècle, sont 
insérés dans les murs nord et ouest de l’église de Saint Théodore à Athènes. 23 De la même 
manière, parmi les vases ornant l'église de la Panagia à Merbaka en Argolide, on note la 
présence de céramique à glacure monochrome bleu turquoise d'origine islamique, proba- 
blement issue d'ateliers de Syrie de la fin du ХП siécle.?^ Enfin, à Corinthe, ce sont des 
fragments de céramique perse, datés du XI*-fin XII* siécle et caractérisés soit par une pate 
blanche imitant la porcelaine et par une glagure opaque, épaisse, blanche ou bleue avec un 
décor de lignes incisées et de palmettes; soit par une páte rouge et un décor peint poly- 
chrome, qui ont été retrouvés. Un vase cylindrique de type albarelle à pate siliceuse et 
glagure opaque bleu-vert fait également partie des découvertes, tandis que plusieurs piéces 
à reflets métalliques, datées des XI*-XII* siècles, sont attribuées à une production perse.25 
Alors que Ch. MORGAN remarquait à l'époque l'absence de production égyptienne, des 
fouilles plus récentes viennent de mettre au jour un certain nombre d'albarelles à pate 
blanche frittée pour certaines, issues d'une production syrienne du XII siécle, tandis que 


а À:-v 


20 Centres de fabrication attestés par des vestiges d'atelier et des ratés de cuisson à Kalehisar prés 
d’Alaca Hóyük au sud-ouest de Samsun, ou encore dans la région de Kayseri, à Kubadabad Sarayı à 
l'est de Konya, ἃ Diyarbakir au nord-ouest d’Urfa, à Agvan Kale, à Korucutepe et à Ahlat sur les rives 
nord-ouest du lac de Van: O. ASLANAPA, Keramikófen und Figürliche Keramik aus Kalehisar, 
Anatolica | (1967) 135-140; G. OnEY, Kubadabad Ceramics, in: The Art of Iran and Anatolia from 
the 11th to the 13th Century A.D., Colloquies on Art & Archaeology in Asia No 4, London 1974, p. 
68-84; S. MITCHELL, Asvan Kale, (=BAR International Series, 80) Oxford 1980; O. BAKIRER, The 
Medieval Pottery and Baked Clay Objects, in: Korucutepe, Fina] Report on the Excavations of the 
Universities of Chicago, California (Los Angeles) and Amsterdam in the Keban Reservoir, Eastern 
Anatolia, 1968-1970, 3, Amsterdam-NewYork-Oxford 1980, p. 189-249; B. KARAMAGARALI, А 
Ceramic Oven Discovered in Ahlat, in: G. FEHER (ed.), Fifth International Congress of Turkish Art, 
Budapest 1978, p. 479-494. 
21 Vases vus par l'auteur dans les réserves des fouilles américaines d'Aphrodisias qui m'ont été 
aimablement ouvertes par R.R.R. Smith et Ch. Ratté, directeurs des fouilles. Je les en remercie. 
22 ("est d'autant plus vraisembable qu'il existe à Pergame un vase complet au décor incisé rehaussé 
de pigments colorés qui, d’après nous, relève d'une autre production seldjoukide plutôt que d'une fab- 
rication byzantine. Е. W. VOLBACH, Mitelaterliche Bildwerke aus Italien und Byzanz, Bildwerke des 
Kaiser Museums, Bd. II, Berlin-Leipzig 1930, p. 209-210, pl. 17, n°9520. 
23 G. NICOLACOPOULOS, Céramiques encastrées dans les anciennes églises de Grèce, Faenza 63, 2 
(1977) 27-31. 
24. A HS. MEGAW, Glazed Bowls in Byzantine Churches, Deltion Christ 4 (1965) 158. 
25 Ch. MORGAN, Excavations at Corinth XI: the Byzantine Pottery, Cambridge Mass. 1942, р. 168- 
171, fig. 147-151, p. 177, fig. 160 c; H. S. ROBINSON - S. S. WEINBERG, Excavations at Corinth 1959, 
390 Hesperia 29 (1960) 234. 





d'autres viennent d'Egypte. Parmi ces importations égyptiennes à Corinthe, il faut soulign- 
er la présence tout à fait exceptionnelle d'un vase peint à l'engobe d'époque mamelouke 
ainsi que d'autres fragments de méme nature.?Ó L'ensemble de ces découvertes atteste que 
durant le ХІ et le ХП siècle, un certain nombre de poterie fine originaire de divers ateliers 
islamiques essentiellement perses et syriens est commercialisé à Corinthe? tandis que pour 
les XIIE-XIV* siècles ce sont de rares vases égyptiens qui illustrent les productions orien- 
tales. 

Quantitativement les découvertes de céramiques issues de productions islamiques sont 
assez faibles, voire trés rares en Gréce, et principalement localisées dans la capitale de 
l'Empire. Elles laissent croire davantage à un approvisionnement aléatoire plutót qu'à un 
commerce de cette vaisselle: c'est par dizaine de fragments seulement que se comptent les 
tessons dans les fouilles, la plus grosse découverte étant vraisemblablement celle de 
Saraçhane avec 160 tessons exhumés. Trois zones d’importations se dégagent de cet inven- 
taire, ce sont la Perse seldjoukide, la Syrie du Nord ayyoubide et accessoirement l'Egypte 
fatimide et mamelouke. Les vases perses, essentiellement retrouvés à Constantinople, illus- 
trent certaines productions tout à fait remarquables comme les céramiques de type minaï et 
lakäbi, le plus gros du matériel étant constitué de vases au décor en relief sous glaçure 
monochrome. Quant aux céramiques syriennes, elles sont majoritairement représentées par 
les productions de Raqqa, bien qu'on soit en droit de penser que certaines attributions faites 
à ce centre sont à revoir au profit des productions seldjoukides d'Anatolie qui en sont 
proches. La période couverte par ces trouvailles correspond aux XI*-XIV* siècles, avec une 
majorité de vases dates des ХП-ХШ siècles. A l'issue de cet inventaire, on peut s'étonner 
de trouver aussi peu de céramique islamique dans l’Empire car certaines productions byzan- 
tines, utilisant des techniques aussi différentes que la peinture polychrome ou le sgraffito 
fin, paraissent nettement influencées à divers niveaux par des productions islamiques dont 
on aimerait trouver des exemplaires sur les sites byzantins - les prototypes en quelque sorte. 
Les traces laissées par l'art islamique dans les productions artistiques byzantines sont trés 
visibles de la fin du X* siécle au début du XII* et il en est de méme dans le domaine de la 
céramique bien qu'on ait jusqu'à présent trop peu insisté sur ces homologies.?8 Ainsi à 
Corinthe, oü les découvertes de poterie d'origine musulmane sont finalement assez maigres, 
on trouve diverses productions locales ou importées qui sont à l'évidence trés marquées par 
les fabrications orientales. П y a d'abord, du ΙΧ” au XI siècle, les Polychrome Painted 
Wares qui révèlent des traits clairement sassanides; à la fin du XI* siècle, des céramiques 
peintes en rouge qualifiées d' Imitation Lustre Ware s’inspirent par les coloris et les décors 
des céramiques à lustre métallique islamiques, ne relevant en rien des traditions byzan- 
tines;?? puis au XII? siècle, une grande partie des Fine Sgraffito Wares issue des ateliers 
corinthiens porte un décor pseudo-coufique.?? La quantité importante de céramique byzan- 


6 С.К. WILLIAM II - O. H. Zervos, Frankish Corinth: 1993, Hesperia 63 (1994) 16-22, 14 n°11. 
27 H.S. ROBINSON - S. S. WEINBERG, 1960, p. 234. 

28 Ὁ, TALBOT-RICE, Persia and Byzantium, in: Α.-]. ARBERRY (ed.), The Legacy of Persia, Oxford 
1953, p. 56.; idem, 1965. 

29 Ch. MORGAN, 1942, p. 32, 86-90, 209, fig. 21, 65-67, 202, pl. XXV, XXVI, XL. 


30 ү écriture coufique, tirant son nom de la ville de Kufa en Iraq, d'abord utilisée comme motif 
artistique par les Arabes, s'est développée dans plusieurs branches de l'art perse avant de passer à 
Byzance ой elle fut trés en vogue au X° siécle à Athénes. Bien que ce décor se soit maintenu jusqu'au 
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tine à décor pseudo-coufique révéle un engouement certain pour ce genre de motif qui cor- 
respond à un véritable phénomène de mode s'étendant sur plusieurs siécles.?! Les premiers 
vases byzantins ornés de ces frises sont antérieurs aux vases islamiques retrouvés à 
Constantinople, puisqu'il s'agit de céramique peinte polychrome datée des X*-XT* ѕіёс1еѕ.32 
Manifestement, les potiers qui ornent ces vases ne comprennent pas l'arabe et recopient sans 
en maitriser le sens une calligraphie coufique observée sur un support. C'est vraisemblable- 
ment par l'intermédiaire de tissus perses, utilisés comme modéles dans les ateliers 
d’Athénes et de Thébes, que ce type de décor fait son apparition à Byzance. En effet, nous 
savons qu'aux X° et ХР siècles, les soies de luxe confectionnées dans les ateliers impériaux 
empruntent leur iconographie décorative au répertoire perse qui lui-même prolonge la tra- 
dition sassanide.? On assiste donc dans la production de vaisselle byzantine à une oriental- 
isation des goüts qui se manifeste notamment par cette répétition, sous la forme de frise 
décorative, de lettres pseudo-coufiques directement empruntées au répertoire de l'art musul- 
man. А l'inverse, J. W. ΗΑΥΕς émet l’hypothèse que les vases perses ornés d'une croix 
estampée retrouvés dans les fouilles du Grand Palais et de Sarachane seraient faits spé- 
cialement pour le marché byzantin.?^ Cette supposition implique qu'une partie au moins de 
la vaiselle perse parvenue à Byzance est fabriquée pour l'exportation et que ses décors sont 
adaptés au goüt d'une clientéle chrétienne, ce qui signifierait qu'un commerce organisé est 
à l'origine de la présence de vases perses seldjoukides à Byzance. On aimerait croire à ces 
conjectures bien que rien encore ne permette de les valider. 


Π. Céramiques italiennes 


Rappelons briévement, avant de considérer site par site la répartition de ces vases, les 
principales caractéristiques des céramiques italiennes médiévales retrouvées à Byzance, 
c'est-à-dire la proto-majolique, la majolique archaique, la RMR, la Metallic et Roulette 
Wares, la céramique tipo spirale-cerchio, la graffita arcaica et la graffite a stecca.% Deux 
grandes catégories de céramique peinte sur glaçure stannifére rivalisent en Italie du ХШ au 
ХУ? siècle, ce sont la majolique archaïque bichrome d'une part, fabriquée dans le centre et 


XIV¢ siècle, il est plus rare à partir de la seconde moitié du ХІ. La calligraphie arabe n'est pas pro- 
pre à la vaisselle, puisqu'elle orne également sous la forme de décoration de briques diverses églises 
de Grèce du Хе siècle et qu'elle apparait aussi dans des peintures. D. TALBOT-RICE, 1953, p. 55; G. C. 
MiLES, Byzantium and Arabs: Relations in Crete and the Aegean Area, DOP 18 (1964) 3-32; A. 
CUTLER - J.-M. SPIESER, Byzance médiévale 700-1204, Paris 1996, p. 173-174. 

3^ Pour d'autres exemples: E. IOANNIDAKI-DOSTOGLOU, Les vases de l'époque byzantine de 
Pélagonnése-Halonnése, in: V. DEROCHE - J.-M. SPIESER (éd.), Recherches sur la céramique byzan- 
tine, BCH, Supplément XVIII (1989) 167, 168, fig. 24-25; A. MOUDZALI - E. IOANNIDAKI - M. Mav- 
кот - A. PANTELIDOU - А. DINA - A. BAKOUROU - M. MICHAILIDOU - К. Tsounis, Ceramics, in: By- 
zantine and Post-Byzantine Art (Athens Cultural Capital of Europe, 1985), Athens 1986, p. 230, 231, 
234-236, 237-238, 242-243, n°266, 269, 278, 285, 297, 298; J. W. HAYES, 1992, p. 44-46, pl. 11 c. 
32 D. TALBoT-Rıcz, 1965, р. 209-211, fig. 14-15; V. N. ZALESSKAYA, Nouvelles découvertes de 
céramique peinte byzantine du X° siècle, CA 32 (1984) 49-60; J. W. Hayes, 1992, p. 37, pl. 9 a. 

33 А. GRABAR, Le succés des arts orientaux à la cour byzantine sous les Macédoniens, Münchner 
Jahrbuch der bildenden Kunst 2 (1951) 32-42. 


34 JW. HAYES, 1992, p. 43. 


35 On recense aussi, dans les niveaux ottomans, un certain nombre de vases issus de productions de 
la Renaissance. 
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le nord du pays, de Milan au Latium, du ХП au ХУ? siècle, et la proto-majolique d'autre 
part, production polychrome de Sicile et du sud de la péninsule - les principales zones de 
fabrication étant les Pouilles et la Campanie -, réalisée entre le début du XIIF et le début du 
XV* siécle.?? Plus courante, moins coûteuse et moins prestigieuse que la proto-majolique, la 
céramique RMR?? également produite dans le sud de l'Italie est datée du ХШ siècle. C'est 
une production peinte polychrome sur engobe et sous glacure plombifére pour l'essentiel 
bien qu'il arrive aussi que la glaçure soit stannifére.*? C'est d'Italie du Nord que provien- 
nent deux autres productions attestées sur les sites hellénes qui sont la Roulette Ware et la 
Metallic Ware. La Roulette Ware, d'abord mise en évidence par Th. STILLWELL ΜΑΟΚΑΥ, 
est caractérisée comme son nom l'indique par un décor à la roulette à l'extérieur du vase.*° 
La présence de ratés de cuisson et les résultats d'analyses minéralogiques conduisent à plac- 
er son ou ses centres de production prés de Venise. La chronologie proposée par Th. 
STILLWELL MACKAY, c'est-à-dire les XIII°-XIV° siècles, est confirmée par la datation des 
bacini et les découvertes réalisées dans les fouilles du nord-est de I’Italie.41 De la méme 
facon, la Metallic Ware baptisée ainsi par Ch. MORGAN et définie en type par Th. STILLWELL 
MACKAY à partir des découvertes corinthiennes?? est une production italienne de Venise 
datée de la fin XIIEE-XIV* siècle. Sa glaçure plombifère vert foncé ou brune, particulière- 
ment épaisse, brille de reflets métalliques d’oü son nom. Une autre céramique vénitienne 
dite tipo spirale-cerchio produite dans la deuxième moitié du ХШ siècle est attestée en 
Gréce. Il s'agit d'une céramique engobée, couverte d'une glacure plombifére monochrome, 
caractérisée par un décor de cercles concentriques ou de spirales incisés au fond du vase, un 
décor dérivé probablement de la Zeuxippus Ware classe 1 B/C dont il est trés proche.*? Les 
productions d'Italie du Nord alimentent également le marché grec avec un type de poterie 
incisée sur engobe, à glaçure plombifère, la graffita arcaica de la vallée du Pó et de Venise 


36 Pour un résumé des controverses sur les origines et la définition de ces catégories voir: D. 
WHITEHOUSE, The Medieval Glazed Pottery of Lazio, PBSR 35(1967) 66-70; idem, Medieval Pottery 
in Italy: the Present State of Research, in: La Céramique médiévale en Mediterranée occidentale, 
Actes du Colloque International du C.N.R.S., n°584, Valbonne 11-14 septembre 1978, Paris 1980, p. 
77-81. 

3! Pour une étude détaillée et une récente mise au point, voir: St. PATTITUCCI UGGERI, La pro- 
tomaiolica del Mediterraneo orientale in rapporto ai centri di produzione italiani, CCAB XXXII 
(1985) 337-340; idem, Protomaiolica: un bilancio, in: La protomaiolica e la maiolica arcaica dalle 
origini al Trecento, Atti del XXIII Convegno Internazionale della Ceramica, Albisola 1990, p. 7-39. 
38 Céramique qui tire son nom des coloris employés, c'est-à-dire le vert - de l' italien ramina qui sig- 
nifie cuivre -, le brun - manganese -- et le rouge - rosso. 

39 La définition de cette céramique reste problématique. D. WHITEHOUSE, Proto-maiolica, Faenza 66 
(1980) 82-83; D. DUFOURNIER - A.-M. FLAMBARD - С. NOYE, A propos de la céramique „RMR“: 
problémes de définition et de classement, problémes de répartition, in: La Ceramica medievale nel 
Mediterraneo occidentale, Siena 8-12 ottobre 1984, Faenza 13 ottobre 1984, Firenze 1986, p. 251-277. 


40 Th. STILLWELL Mackay, More Byzantine and Frankish Pottery from Corinth, Hesperia 36 (1967) 
254-255, n?11-16. 

4 S. GELICHI, Roulette Ware, Bulletion of the Medieval Pottery Research Group 8 (1984) 47-58. 
4 Th. STILLWELL MACKAY, 1967, p. 253. 


55 L. LAZZARINI, Nuovi dati sulla nascita e sviluppo del graffito veneziano, in: La ceramica рта ќа 

medievale e rinascimentale nel Veneto, Padova, 1987, Padova 1989, p. 19-28; F. SACCARDO, Contesti 

medievali nella laguna e prime produzione graffite veneziane, in: S. GELICHI (ed.), 1993, p. 201-202, 
394 212, fig. 5-8, n°27-42, tav. П. 


qui reléve de la tradition des céramiques incisées de Méditerranée orientale, légérement 
antérieures ou contemporaines tels que le sgraffito byzantin et les céramiques syriennes 
incisées d' Al Mina. Enfin, parmi les productions les plus rares, on trouve de la céramique 
décorée a stecca réalisée dans des ateliers de Pise à partir de la deuxième moitié du ХУ siè- 
cle. Ce sont des vases ornés d’incisions profondes dites graffite a stecca parce qu’obtenues 
par enlèvement à l’estèque - un outil tranchant qui arrache engobe et pâte. Ces poteries à 
pâte rouge de texture fine, engobées, ont une glaçure plombifère jaune, verte ou brune 
appliquée sur des motifs géométriques simples organisés en composition concentrique 
tournoyante a girandola.* 

En Turquie, seules les fouilles d'Istanbul ont mis au jour de rares exemplaires de pro- 
ductions italiennes du Moyen Âge. Quelques fragments de proto-majolique sont publiés 
sans commentaire dans les rapports concernant les travaux archéologiques menés à Sainte- 
Euphémie et entre Sainte-Sophie et Sainte-Iréne.^6 Cette céramique, principalement retrou- 
vée en Méditerranée orientale sur les sites occupés par les Croisés dans des contextes médié- 
vaux, est curieusement quasi absente de Constantinople et aucun exemple anatolien n'a 
jusqu'à présent été раб 6.47 A l'inverse, les céramiques médiévales italiennes sont partic- 
uliérement bien représentées dans les fouilles ouvertes en Gréce continentale et insulaire et 
constituent l'essentiel des céramiques importées (fig. 1). Ces trouvailles concernent une 
vingtaine de sites qui ont presque tous en commun d'avoir été directement sous contróle 
franc ou d'avoir entretenu d'étroites relations avec l'Italie. 

A Samothrace, en Egée du Nord, on trouve un vase fragmentaire de proto-majolique 
issu d'une production brindisienne du ХШ siécle.*8 Nous savons qu'à cette époque, l’île 
fait partie des territoires placés, aprés la prise de Constantinople par les Latins, sous l'au- 
torité de Boniface de Montferrat et devient une des bases de raids des pirates agissant dans 
ces eaux. Aprés la prise de Thessalonique et de Kavalla par les armées de Nicée en 1246, la 
flotte byzantine tente de récupérer des bases importantes contrólant l'Hellespont dont 
Samothrace qui réintégre l'empire byzantin au milieu du ХШ siècle pour devenir une des 
bases de la flotte égéenne.^? 

Le matériel découvert à Arta en Epire est apparu dans un contexte du XIII siècle lors 
de fouilles de sauvetage menées dans le centre de la ville тойегпе.50 La céramique byzan- 
tine est trés rare, puisqu'elle représente seulement 2% des découvertes, tandis que les pro- 


^^ J. CHAUSSERIE-LAPREE - М. NIN, Présence italienne aux Martigues, in: Un goût d'Italie, Aubagne 
1993, p. 40-41. 

55 Majoliques, graffita arcaica padana, Marbled Ware et sgraffito pisan apparaissent dans les 
niveaux ottomans des fouilles de la capitale: J. W. Hayes, 1981, p. 37, 40; idem, 1992, p. 265, pl. 39 
n°4-10, pl. 42 a-c, pl. 44 a, pl. 51 f. 

46 В. NAUMANN - H. BELTING, Die Euphemia Kirche am Hippodrom zu Istanbul und ihre Fresken, 
IstForsch 25 (1966) 91; F. DIRIMTEKIN, Les fouilles faites en 1946-1947 et en 1958-1960 entre Sainte- 
Sophie et Sainte-Iréne à Istanbul, CA 13 (1962) 178. 

4 Sur la distribution de la proto-majolique en Méditerranée orientale voir: St. PATITUCCI UGGERI, 
1985, p. 337-402; D. PRINGLE, 1986, p. 451-475. 

4 V, FRANÇOIS, La céramique byzantine à Thasos, Etudes Thasiennes XVI (1995) 130. 

^9 Eadem, 1995, p. 131-138. 

50 В. PAPADOPOULOU - К. TSOURIS, Late Byzantine Ceramics from Arta: Some Exemples, in: S. 
GELICHI (ed.), 1993, р. 241-259; A. VAVYLOPOULOU-CHARITONIDOU, Byzantine kerameiké sten Arta, 
DeltionChrist 12 (1984) 457, fig. 7-8. 
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ductions italiennes constituent 95% du materiel?! Ce sont les vases de proto-majoliqueo- 
riginaires du sud de l'Italie, en particulier des Pouilles, qui dominent. Un seul fragment de 
Roulette Ware a été trouvé, il est de méme type qu'un des bacini découvert dans l'église de 
Palaiokatouna (Epire) où on a également trouvé de la proto-majolique de Brindisi.5? Le rap- 
port entre la céramique byzantine et la céramique italienne largement majoritaire semble 
disproportionné, comme si au ХШ siècle, la seule vaisselle utilisée dans la ville est 
importée. Rappelons qu’Arta est à cette époque la capitale du Despotat d'Epire, état auto- 
nome qui entretient des relations diplomatiques et commerciales suivies avec l'Italie - 
Venise, Rome, Naples et la Sicile -, ce qui peut expliquer en partie l'abondance de produc- 
tions italiennes retrouvées en ce lieu. 

Limage qui se dégage des fouilles menées sur la place centrale de la ville de Thébes 
est la suivante: aux X* et ХЕ siécles, les céramiques à pate blanche découvertes témoignent 
de relations entretenues avec Constantinople; le ХП siècle se caractérise par la quantité et 
la diversité des productions byzantines retrouvées tandis qu'à l'époque byzantine tardive et 
au début de la période ottomane, les productions locales et les importations grecques et ital- 
iennes se côtoient en quantité, témoignant d'une relative prospérité. C'est parmi ces 
derniéres qu'ont été mis au jour de rares exemplaires de proto-majolique de la premiére 
moitié du ХШ siécle.5? Thèbes à l'époque byzantine est une ville prospère qui bénéficie de 
la richesse agricole de la Béotie dont la plus fameuse production est la soie. Son débouché 
maritime se fait par l'intermédiaire de la ville de Chalkis en Eubée. A la fin XI*- début XII* 
siècle, les marchands vénitiens reçoivent d' Alexis I Comnéne l'autorisation de commercer 
librement à Thèbes. Puis à partir de 1204, la ville passe sous contrôl efranc. Au XIV? siè- 
cle, les Catalans s'en emparent et à la fin de ce méme siécle, Thébes tombe aux mains des 
Acciaioli de Florence qui y restent jusqu'en 1456, date oü la ville est prise par les Ottomans. 

A Egine, dans le Golfe saronique, un vase de proto-majolique est inséré au-dessus de 
la porte de l'église Omorphi datée de 1282.54 

A Corinthe, c'est d'abord la proto-majolique du ХПЕ siécle qui attire l'attention des 
chercheurs.55 Puis d'autres types italiens sont recensés et comptés dans les fouilles de 1986 
tels que la majolique archaïque de la fin XIII*-début XIV* siècle qui représente 11% du 
matériel italien; la céramique RMR qui constitue 31% des importations italiennes, trouvée 
en petite quantité dans le troisiéme quart du XIII* siécle et en nette augmentation dans le 
dernier quart de ce méme siécle; la Roulette Ware est faiblement représentée ainsi que la 
Metallic Ware du ХІУ siècle. Les nouvelles découvertes de proto-majolique sont essen- 
tiellement de type Grid-iron — 28% des vases italiens. Fréquentes dans des contextes de la 

- fin XIII*-début XTV" siècles, elles apparaissent aussi dans des dépôts du milieu du ХП? siè- 


51 Les 3% restant sont d'origine indéterminée. 

52 К. Tsouris, О keramoplastikos diakosmos ton hysterobyzantinon mnémeion tes Bereiodytikès 

Hellados, PH. D. Thesis, Kavala 1988, p. 102-103, n°74-75. 

53 Pour l'époque ottomane, majolique de Faenza et Marbled Ware complètent l'inventaire des pro- 

ductions italiennes. P. ARMSTRONG, Byzantine Thebes: Excavations on the Kadmeia, 1980, ABSA 88 

(1993) 295-335, n°322, 334-335. 

3 А.Н.5. MEGAW, 1965, p. 154. 

55 F. WAAGE, Preliminary Report on the Medieval Pottery from Corinth I, Hesperia 3 (1934) 129-139; 

Ch. MoRGAN, 1942, p. 105-114, n°789-945, fig. 83-90, 193, 194; Th. STILLWELL Mackay, 1967, p. 
396 257-258; H. S. ROBINSON - S. S. WEINBERG, 1960, p. 234. 


cle. Ces productions italiennes ne constituent que 21,4% du total des tessons à glagure mis 
au jour dans се secteur 28 Si la plupart des céramiques trouvées lors de cette campagne de 
fouilles sont de fabrication locale, les importations sont presque exclusivement originaires 
d'Italie contrastant, comme G. SANDERS le souligne, avec les niveaux du début de la période 
franque dans lesquels ce sont les importations byzantines qui dominent, les exemplaires de 
proto-majolique étant rares. Il justifie ce changement par le développement des contacts 
commerciaux avec l'Occident à la fin du XIII* siécle, encouragé par Guillaume de 
Villehardouin (1246-1278), et par le passage de la suzeraineté de la Morée à Charles I* 
d'Anjou, roi de Naples. Les fouilles d'un complexe ecclésiastique, situé du cóté ouest de la 
ville franque, construit dans le dernier tiers ou au début du dernier quart du ХШ siècle puis 
détruit dans la première moitié du XIV* siècle - à la suite vraisemblablement du sac catalan 
de 1312 -, ont livré un matériel de méme nature.’ Liées aux vestiges de Corinthe de 
l'époque franque, c'est-à-dire l'église, le monastére de Saint-Jean, le complexe de boutiques 
à l'ouest et la plateia, les découvertes de 1991, 1992 et 1993 complètent de la même facon 
l'inventaire des céramiques italiennes.58 Parmi les productions plus rares, on trouve un vase 
de graffita arcaica originaire de la vallée du Pô attestée une seule fois à Corinthe*? ainsi 
qu'un exemplaire de graffite a stecca de Pise. Ces découvertes de céramique montrent 
qu'au ХШ et au début du ХГУ siècle la ville est bien approvisionnée en vaisselle itali- 
enne,! alors que la production corinthienne ne semble plus à cette époque aussi florissante 
qu'au ХП siècle. Les fouilles faites à Isthmia, une ville voisine de Corinthe, ont mis au jour 
dans l'ancien sanctuaire de Poséidon et à proximité de la forteresse de l'Hexamilion, des 
céramiques byzantines tardives ainsi que des importations italiennes datées des ХШ-ХУ 
siécles. L’ inventaire actuel des découvertes permet d'identifier sur ce site des exemplaires 
de proto-majolique de Brindisi, de RMR, et de graffita arcaica des XIV®-XV® siecles.62 

En Achaie, à Patras, restée aux mains des Latins jusqu'en 1430, ce sont des cruches et 
des pichets de proto-majolique et de graffita arcaica qui ont été découverts.63 

Les fouilles d'urgences entreprises dans la ville d'Argos ont mis au jour, notamment 
dans un puits et dans une fosse-dépotoir, une énorme quantité de céramique. Les importa- 
tions italiennes sont constituées de proto-majolique de Brindisi et plus généralement des 
Pouilles, fin XIII*-début ХІМ siècle; de cruches fragmentaires de majolique archaïque 


56 G. SANDERS, An Assemblage of Frankish Pottery at Corinth, Hesperia 56, 2 (1987) 166-177, 193. 


57 C. К. WILLIAMS II, Italian Imports from a Church Complex in Ancient Corinth, in: S. GELICHI 
(ed.), 1993, p. 263-282. 


58 C.K. WILLIAMS II - О. H. ZERVOS, Frankish Corinth: 1991, Hesperia 61 (1992) 133-178; idem, 
Frankish Corinth: 1992, Hesperia 62 (1993) 1-35; idem, Frankish Corinth: 1993, Hesperia 63 (1994) 
1-40. 


5 С.К. WILLIAMS II - O. Н. ZERvos, 1993, p. 17. 
60 Idem, 1991, р. 172-173, n°40, fig. 14, pl. 44. 


él Mentionnons l'existence à Corinthe d'exemplaires sporadiques d'époques plus récentes tels que 
de la majolique de Montelupo. Ch. MORGAN, 1942, p. 171-172, fig. 152. 


9€ Т. E. GREGORY, Byzantine Pottery from Isthmia: New Evidence from the Korinthia, in: V. 
DEROCHE - J.-M. SPIESER (éd.), 1989, p. 204, fig. 2 a et b; idem, 1993, р. 290-302. 


63 A. PAPAPOSTOLOU, Plateia Pantokratoros 49, ArchDelt 31, B1 (1976, 1984) 88, pl. 73. 


64 А. OIKONOMOU-LANIADO, La céramique protomajolique d’Argos, in: S. GELICHI (ed.), 1993, p. 
307-315. 








datées de la deuxième moitié XIII*-premiere moitié XIV* siècle; de Roulette Ware et de 
RMR.“ Bien que la présence latine en Argolide soit moins marquée que dans l'ouest et le 
nord de la Morée, les Italiens - Vénitiens puis Génois - s'y installent au ХІУ siècle. Dès la 
fin de ce méme siécle, Argos devient un point stratégique de la puissance vénitienne sur 
l'Egée. A quelques kilométres de là, on trouve, insérés dans les murs de l'église de la 
Panagia de Merbaka, onze vases de proto-majolique de type Grid-iron® et S. GELICHI pro- 
pose d'identifier les vases de Zeuxippus Ware classe I B/C publiés par A.H.S. MEGAw et G. 
SANDERS comme de la céramique tipo spirale-cerchio de Venise, datée de la deuxiéme 
moitié du ХШ siècle.$6 On suppose que c'est à cette époque que sont emmurés ces vases 
dans l'église fondée par Guillaume de Merbeke (natif du Hainaut), évéque de Corinthe entre 
1277 et 1286.97 Par ailleurs, des fouilles récentes effectuées sous le béma de l'église ont 
livré un tesson de RMR daté de la fin du ХШ siecle.°® En Argolide encore, les vases 
emmurés dans l'église d'Agios Demetrios à Akrai sont considérés comme des exemplaires 
de céramique vénitienne tipo spirale-cerchio.9? 

A Sparte et à Tripi en Laconie, on mentionne l'existence de proto-majolique.” 

Sur la cóte nord-ouest du Péloponnése, en Elide, les découvertes de proto-majolique 
se sont multipliées sur toute une série de sites fondés et occupés par les Latins aprés 1204.7! 
A Glarentza, le port principal de Morée au XIII? siècle connu sous le nom de Clarence, les 
ramassages de surface menés dans le cháteau ont livré plusieurs fragments de proto- 
majolique de Brindisi de la première moitié du ХШ? siècle. On signale dans la forteresse 
côtière de Clairmont ou Klemoutzi, édifiée entre 1220 et 1223 par Geoffroy If de 
Villehardouin prince d'Achaie, la présence de proto-majolique. Enfin, c'est un vase de 
proto-majolique de Brindisi du début ХШ? siècle qui est emmuré dans l'église de la Panagia 
Katholiki à Gastouni - la Gastogne des Francs. 

En Créte, les découvertes de céramiques italiennes sont essentiellement des vases de 
graffita arcaica. A La Canée, ils côtoient de la Roulette Ware des XIII*- XIV? siécles.” La 
fouille de l'église Saint-Pierre-des-Vénitiens à Héraklion a livré de la graffita arcaica et des 
fragments de proto-majolique.?? Une prospection intensive menée dans la plaine de Malia а 
permis de recueillir en quantité des fragments de graffita arcaica padana datés de la fin 


65 А.Н. S. MEGAW, 1965, р. 153-158. 


66 $. GELICHI, La ceramica bizantina in Italia e la ceramica italiana nel Mediterraneo orientale tra 
XII e XIII secolo: stato degli studi e propose di ricerca, in: S. GELICHI (ed.), 1993, p. 28. 


67 Sur diverses datations de l'édifice voir: G. SANDERS, Three Peloponnesian Churches and their 
Importance for the Chronology of the Late 13th and Early 14th Century Pottery in the Eastern 
Mediterranean, in: V. DEROCHE, J.-M. SPIESER (éd.), 1989, p. 189, 191-192. 

68 А. OIKONOMIDOU-LANIADO, 1993, p. 312. 

6 5 GELICHI, 1993, p. 31. 

0 R.M. DAWKINS - J. P. Droop, Byzantine Pottery from Sparta, ABSA 17 (1910-1911) 27, n°70; 
p. 28, n°74; D. WHITEHOUSE, La Liguria e la ceramica medievale nel Mediterraneo, in: Atti del 
IV Conv. Inter. della Ceramica, Albisola 1971, p. 287, tav. II, 2. 

7! Sur ces sites et leurs découvertes voir: St. PATTITUCCI UGERRI, 1985, р. 362-366. 

72 Signalons également la présence de majolique. M. HAHN, Byzantine and Postbyzantine Pottery from 
the Greek-Swedish Excavations at Khania, Crete, in: V. DEROCHE - J.-M. SPIESER (éd.), 1989, p. 232. 


75 Là encore on trouve de la majolique originaire d'Ombrie et Faenza. E. BORBOUDAKES, Kriti, 
398 əaklion, ArchDelt 23, ВЗ (1968) 427-429. 


XIV*-milieu XV? siécle.* De la méme façon, sur l’île de Mochlos à l'est de la baie de 
Mirabello en Créte orientale, réoccupée à l'époque byzantine tardive, on trouve de la graf- 
fita arcaica du ХТУ siècle identifiée par les auteurs comme une production byzantine tar- 
Фуе.75 Ces vases étaient associés à des monnaies de bronze vénitiennes, ce qui n'a rien de 
surprenant puisque lors du partage de l’Empire, après 1204, le marquis de Montferrat obtient 
I'ile de Candie qu'il vend aux Vénitiens. Si la soumission est rapide, elle n'est pas durable, 
et pendant un siécle et demi, Venise doit lutter afin de consetver cette colonie. En 1385, la 
Créte est définitivement soumise à la domination vénitienne et le reste jusqu'en 1669. 
Colonie la plus importante de Venise en Méditerranée orientale, c'est une source de revenu 
considérable pour la République car c'est une plaque tournante pour les marchandises 
arrivées de l'est de la Méditerranée. 

Enfin à Rhodes, les fouilles de fortifications et d'édifices publics et ecclésiastiques ont 
livré pour le XIII* et surtout pour le XIV* siécle des importations de Syrie, d'Egypte et de 
Chypre, tandis que les productions occidentales sont majoritairement représentées par les 
céramiques espagnoles de Paterna et Manises et par des productions italiennes. Aux exem- 
plaires de proto-majolique et de RMR succède au début du ХУе siècle une grande quantité 
de graffita arcaica en provenance des ateliers de Venise et sa гёріоп.76 C'est au XIV? siè- 
cle qu'apparaissent les premières céramiques importées d'Occident, époque pendant laque- 
Пе l'ile occupée par les Chevaliers de l'ordre de Saint-Jean-de-Jérusalem est devenue un 
centre économique international. 

Deux productions originaires du sud de la Péninsule sont particuliérement bien 
représentées sur les sites médiévaux de Gréce - la céramique italienne la plus fréquemment 
attestée étant la proto-majolique et dans une moindre mesure la RMR qui, bien qu'absente 
de Méditerranée orientale, est présente en Gréce. La deuxiéme grande zone d'importation 
correspond à Venise et sa région qui diffuse d'abord des céramiques de types Roulette Ware, 
Metallic Ware et tipo spirale-cerchio puis, aux XIV? et ХУ siècles, de la graffita arcaica. 
A l'issue de cet inventaire circonstancié il semble assez évident que la présence de 
céramiques italiennes en Gréce ait un rapport étroit avec la conquéte latine, un phénoméne 
déjà attesté en Syrie/Palestine. Il a été montré à plusieurs reprises que les productions itali- 
ennes atteignent la Méditerranée orientale sous l'impulsion de relations vivaces établies 
entre l'Italie méridionale, la Sicile et les Etats croisés.” La plupart des vases italiens en cir- 
culation à partir du XIII* siécle au Moyen-Orient y parviennent par l'entremise des flottes 
venues d'Italie du sud, flottes qui appareillent des ports des Pouilles principalement de 
Brindisi et d'Otrante. Le róle de ces villes est déterminant dans cette distribution 
puisqu'elles sont à la fois des ports actifs, tétes de pont vers l'Orient, et des centres de fab- 
rication de proto-majolique. Les productions régionales peuvent donc facilement alimenter 
le marché à destination du Levant. C'est aux marchands vénitiens qu'est attribué le róle 
principal dans la diffusion des productions italiennes. Ils sont en effet les mieux placés pour 
commercialiser les productions padanes et plus particuliérement celles du Vénétin. Par 


74% V, FRANÇOIS, La céramique à glaçure à Malia: productions médiévales italiennes et productions 
ottomanes, BCH 118, 2 (1994) 376-380. 


75 J.S. $0185 - C. DAVARAS, Excavations at Mochlos, 1989, Hesperia 61 (1992) 443, pl. 104, b et c. 


76 М. MICHAILIDOU, Panagia tes Nikes, ArchDelt 42 (1987, B’2, 1992) 671, pl. 377 В; idem, 1993, 
p. 333-339. 


7 St. PATITUCCI UGGERI, 1985; D. PRINGLE, 1986; S. GELICHI, 1993. 
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ailleurs, de 1100 à 1480, Venise utilise Otrante comme point d'appui pour ses voyages vers 
la Méditerranée orientale, ce port jouant aussi un róle important dans les relations qu'elle 
établit avec Byzance. La médiation vénitienne semble donc essentielle et ce n'est sans doute 
pas un hasard si les céramiques de Venise et les productions d'Italie méridionale sont bien 
souvent retrouvées associées en Grèce et dans le Levant à partir du début du ХПЕ siècle. 
Vers quelles destinations ces vases sont-ils alors transportés et pour quel usage? L’ obser- 
vation des découvertes attestent que cette distribution n'est pas homogène. Tandis que les 
sites levantins en sont presque tous porteurs, de méme que certains grands sites islamiques, 
on reléve d'assez maigres trouvailles à Constantinople et une quasi-absence dans le nord de 
l'Egée, en Gréce du Nord et en Turquie ainsi qu'en mer Noire. Ces vases étant essentielle- 
ment retrouvés sur des sites occupés ou fréquentés par des Latins, le rapport entre origines 
des productions et utilisateurs semble évident. L' image qui se dégage de ces observations 
est que la vaisselle italienne est exportée pour satisfaire le goüt des Occidentaux résidant en 
Morée ou dans les Etats croisés, plutót que pour étre commercialisée à plus grande échelle 
et par là méme rivaliser alors avec les productions byzantines et islamiques locales. La 
présence des céramiques italiennes en Méditerranée orientale parait limitée à une consom- 
mation occidentale, ce que confirment les récentes découvertes corinthiennes. En effet, à 
l'issue de la campagne de 1993, С. К. WILLIAMS II et О. H. ZERvos établissent qu'il n'y a 
as de rupture stylistique entre les céramiques byzantines du ХП siècle et celles du début 
du XIII? produites et utilisées sur le site." C'est seulement à partir de la seconde moitié du 
ХШ? siècle que des changements apparaissent dans la vaisselle de cuisine et de table à 
glagure. Or c'est à cette époque que la population latine de Corinthe augmente sous l'afflux 
des réfugiés latins fuyant Constantinople reprise par l'armée byzantine en juillet 1261. L’ 
installation de ces nouveaux venus parait d'une part avoir entrainé des modifications dans 
Ja production locale qui s'adapte alors à une demande différente et d'autre part est vraisem- 
blablement à l'origine des importations italiennes qui, apparues au milieu du ХП siècle, 
augmentent jusqu'au début du XIV*. L’ incidence de cette arrivée massive de Francs en 
Morée conduit donc les potiers à fabriquer des vases au goût du jour, en l'occurrence celui 
des Occidentaux. Sur ce site, il est clair que la présence de vases italiens est liée étroitement 
à une demande franque. Il est peu vraisemblable que cette situation soit exceptionnelle et on 
peut admettre qu'un phénomène identique soit propre à toute |’ Achaie, s'appliquant ainsi ἃ 
toutes les autres découvertes. Dans le Levant, la distribution de céramique italienne destinée 
essentiellement aux consommateurs occidentaux refléte selon, D. PRINGLE, un phénoméne 
qu'il qualifie de colonial trading pattern et reléve du méme processus que l'importation à 
Southampton au XV* siécle de céramiques italiennes destinées à l'usage personnel de 
ressortissants de ce pays; ou encore à la présence de productions du Nord Devon trouvées 
au XVII siècle dans les plantations d'Amérique du Nord.?? Les importations italiennes des- 
tinées aux Latins installés à Corinthe seraient du méme ordre. Le lien étroit unissant la 
céramique à l'implantation latine est renforcé par l'observation des découvertes aprés la 
chute des places franques car si la circulation des productions de la Péninsule n'est pas 
éradiquée, les découvertes de céramiques italiennes deviennent alors sporadiques. 


πουν rco EET NY 
78 C.K. WILLIAMS If - O. H. Zervos, 1993, p. 35-36. 


7 D. PRINGLE, Some more Protomaiolica from ‘Atlit (Pilgrim's Castle) and a Discussion of its 
400 Distribution in the Levant, Levant 14 (1982) 111-112. 








III. Céramiques ibéro-islamiques 


Les productions peintes au lustre métallique et au bleu de cobalt sur glaçure stannifére 
originaires des ateliers de la région de Valence sont, aux XIV* et ХУ? siècles, très largement 
distribuées tant en Occident qu'au Moyen-Orient.® I] n'est donc pas très étonnant d'en trou- 
ver à Byzance méme si les quantités mises au jour sont trés faibles. Ainsi, par exemple à 
Pergame, on n'en dénombre que trois fragments.5! Ce sont, jusqu'à présent, les seuls exem- 
plaires découverts en Turquie. En Gréce, les attestations sont plus nombreuses et là encore 
indiscutablement liées à une présence latine, celle des Catalans. Ainsi à Thasos, en Egée du 
Nord, les productions valenciennes à reflets métalliques ont des types de décors bien con- 
nus comme les chaines d'éperons, les feuilles de bryonne ou les lettres gothiques, tandis que 
celles peintes au bleu de cobalt développent des bandeaux concentriques ornés de chevrons, 
de zigzags ou de palmettes.3? La présence de cette céramique sur l’île est vraisemblablement 
liée à la prise de la forteresse en 1307 par Tedisio Zaccaria et Ramon Muntaner alors capi- 
taine de la compagnie catalane qui regoivent en grande pompe à Thasos l'infant Ferdinand 
de Majorque.* Plus au sud, dans les fouilles de Chalkis en Eubée - aux mains des Catalans 
en 1317 -, il est fait mention sans précision supplémentaire de deux plats de type his- 
panomauresque.®* Les fouilles de l'agora romaine à Athénes ont également livré un frag- 
ment issu d'une production ibéro-islamique à lustre métallique® sans doute à mettre en rela- 
tion avec l'installation des Catalans dans la ville qui y établissent un duché de 1311 à 1388. 
Parmi les céramiques en circulation dans l'isthme de Corinthe à l'époque byzantine tardive, 
on note la présence à Isthmia de céramique ibéro-islamique à lustre métallique d'origine 
valencienne, datée de la fin XIV* ou début ХУ? siècle.86 Ce matériel est considéré par les 
archéologues du site comme une conséquence de l'occupation catalane de la Gréce centrale 
depuis 1311. Enfin, les derniers exemples recensés provenant de l'ile de Rhodes sont datés 
de la fin XIV* à la fin ХУ? siëcle.87 Les vases ibéro-islamiques moins fréquents que les pro- 
ductions italiennes sont principalement attestés sur des sites qui sont en contact avec les 
Catalans au XIV* siècle, ce qui tend à prouver que cette céramique répond essentiellement 
aux habitudes et aux besoins d'Occidentaux - en l'occurence des mercenaires catalans - 
installés méme de facon provisoire dans le pays. 


80 Aux nombreux sites d'Europe nord-occidentale, de Méditerranée occidentale et orientale déjà 
récensés par H. BLAKE, La ceramica medievale spagnola e la Liguria, in: Atti del V Convegno 
Internazionale della Ceramica, Albisola 1972, p. 80-83, il faut ajouter les découvertes plus récentes 
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recensées dans V. Francois, La céramique médiévale à Alexandrie. Contribution à l'histoire 
économique de la ville, Etudes Alexandrines 2, Le Caire (sous presse). 


81 J.-M. SPIESER, 1996, р. 92, Tafel 60 n°592. 

832 V. FRANCOIS, 1995, p. 113-115, fig. 76-77, pl. 19 e, 20 a-e, 26. 

83 Sur cet épisode de l'histoire thasienne voir: V. FRANÇOIS, 1995, p. 133-134. 

84 М. GEORGOPOULOU-MELANIDE, Mesaionika mnemeia Euboias, ArchDelt 26, B2 (1971) 504. 


85 Ph. STAVROPOULOS, Parartéma tou archailogikou deltiou tou 1930-31, ArchDelt 13 (1930-31, 
1933) 6, fig. 6. 

86 Т.Е. GREGORY, Local and Imported Medieval Pottery from Isthmia, in: S. GELICHI (ed.), 1993, p. 
302-304. : 

87 М. MICHAILIDOU, Ceramica veneziana dalla citta medievale di Rodi (1309-1522), nota prelim- 
inare, in: S. GELICHI (ed.), 1993, p. 334. 
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Conclusion 


C'est de Méditerranée occidentale et plus particuliérement d'Italie que proviennent la 
plupart des poteries retrouvées sur le territoire byzantin - essentiellement dans les régions 
occupées par les Francs -; les vases originaires d’Orient sont plus rares tandis que ceux en 
provenance d'Extréme-Orient sont quasi іпехіѕіапіѕ.88 La répartition de ces importations 
dans l'Empire n'est pas homogène puisque les productions islamiques des XII*-XIIT* siècles 
sont principalement attestées à Constantinople tandis que les céramiques occidentales - ital- 
iennes et ibéro-islamiques - des XIII*-XIV* siècles apparaissent essentiellement en Grèce 
sur les sites occupés par les Latins (fig. 2). Si la relation entre productions italiennes et occu- 
pation latine a déjà été établie pour les installations franques du Levant, elle se manifeste 
aussi clairement pour les sites francs implantés sur le territoire de Byzance. Mais c'est la 
premiére fois qu'un phénoméne identique est attesté pour la céramique ibéro-islamique 
retrouvée principalement dans les villes occupées par les Catalans. De méme que les nobles 
francs et le clergé installés en Orient importent de leurs pays des textiles destinés à les vétir, 
les Occidentaux cherchant à maintenir leurs habitudes introduisent à Byzance la vaisselle 
dont ils avaient l'usage dans leur patrie. Pour autant peut-on en conclure que des importa- 
tions occidentales apparaissent systématiquement là oü les Latins s'installent ou dominent? 
L’ absence de ce type de vases à Constantinople, pourtant occupée de 1204 à 1261 par les 
Francs, de méme qu'à Thessalonique oü fut instauré un Royaume latin nous empéche de 
tirer une régle de cette constatation méme s'il est fort probable que le lien soit indiscutable. 
On peut espérer que des travaux archéologiques futurs viendront confirmer cette relation. 
Dans le méme ordre d'idée peut-on considérer que les productions islamiques découvertes 
à Byzance répondent à la demande de consommateurs musulmans désireux d'utiliser la vais- 
selle de leurs pays et de maintenir ainsi à l'étranger leurs habitudes de table? Si nous man- 
quons encore d'éléments de réponse nous pensons néanmoins qu'il est utile de poser la 
question. 8? 

La présence de céramiques occidentales et orientales sur le territoire de l'Empire n'est 
pas sans conséquence puisqu'elle a une influence certaine sur les productions byzantines 
contemporaines dont elle modifie, un temps ou plus durablement, les caractéristiques. Ainsi, 
comme nous l'avons vu, les ateliers corinthiens de la deuxiéme moitié du XIII* siecle pro- 
duisent une vaisselle profondément marquée par les importations italiennes en nette aug- 
mentation à cette période sur le site. Il y a là une relation trés claire entre une demande spé- 
cifique à laquelle répondent des importations et une adaptation de la production locale. Dans 
le cas des vases islamiques la relation entre importations et productions byzantines, moins 
évidente, est pourtant certaine - plusieurs productions corinthiennes s'inspirent de tech- 


88 C’est de Corinthe que provient le seul exemplaire de céramique chinoise attesté en Grèce, il s'ag- 
it d'un tesson de porcelaine découvert dans une couche en place datée du ХШ siècle. Ch. MORGAN, 
1942, p. 170-171, fig. 151a. 

39 51 1е5 exportations de céramique islamique correspondent à un véritable objectif commercial, les 
quantités de vases exhumés ne seraient-elles pas plus grandes? Ainsi par exemple, les poteries chi- 
noises dont le commerce avec le Moyen-Orient est clairement établi apparaissent en fouille par mil- 
liers. 

90 Les liens incontestables entre productions byzantines et productions islamiques - c'est-à-dire 
copies, imitations, influences ou origines communes - seront prochainement étudiés dans un article de 
l'auteur. 


niques ou de décors d'origine musulmane dont curieusement les prototypes sur le site sont 
rares. Le lien qui unit indiscutablement les productions de Corinthe aux importations itali- 
ennes ne semble pas aussi net en ce qui concerne les vases islamiques et leurs dérivés ou 
imitations du ХЕ au ХП siècle. Е’ impact incontestable des vases perses et syriens sur la 
céramique byzantine s'est fait à un autre niveau, s'est opéré suivant un autre mode et s'est 
développé à une autre échelle.?? Alors que ces derniers laissent des traces très profondes sur 
les productions byzantines, les céramiques venues de Méditerranée occidentale n'ont qu'une 
influence relative, ponctuelle et trés localisée. En ce qui concerne la production de sa vais- 
selle de table, Byzance est indiscutablement tournée vers le monde oriental et ce n'est 
vraisemblablement pas un hasard car si on extrait de cet inventaire les régions passées sous 
contróle latin, en considérant uniquement les découvertes faites sur les territoires propre- 
ment byzantins, on constate que les seules céramiques étrangéres importées sont islamiques, 
datent des XII*-XIII* siécles et sont présentes presque exclusivement dans la capitale de 
l'Empire. 

En aucune facon on ne peut donc conclure à l'existence de lots composites à Byzance. 
Ces lots caractéristiques du XIII* siécle sont des ensembles de céramiques d'origines trés 
diverses - issues de productions islamiques et chrétiennes occidentales et orientales - 
retrouvées en proportions variables et découvertes associées sur des sites méditerranéens 
d'Italie et du Moyen-Orient ot ce phénoméne, en Syrie/Palestine, est caractéristique des 
lieux occupés par les Francs et donc étroitement lié à la présence latine.?! Des lots iden- 
tiques, quant à leur diversité, ont également été découverts dans certaines villes islamiques 
comme Alexandrie et Fostat, hauts lieux du commere international fréquentés par les 
Latins.?? Ces ensembles hétérogénes sont à mettre en rapport avec les croisades, l'installa- 
tion des Francs au Levant et les divers traités de commerce signés avec les grandes villes 
marchandes occidentales qui générent un trafic maritime considérable favorisant la circula- 
tion des biens et parmi eux de la vaisselle. Dans l'empire byzantin, pourtant au coeur de ce 
trafic, les céramiques importées ne sont pas associées sur les sites mais correspondent de 
façon bien marquée à des périodes ou à des types d'occupation distincts. Ainsi Byzance se 
démarque nettement des autres régions orientales qu'elles soient sous autorité chrétienne ou 
musulmane. Les Byzantins n'importent pratiquement pas de céramiques étrangéres excepté 
quelques productions islamiques - et encore nous ne sommes pas certain qu'elles soient des- 
tinées à des consommateurs grecs -, tandis que les envahisseurs latins commercialisent à 
leurs propres fins de la poterie occidentale. Si le marché de la vaisselle reste quasi imper- 
méable aux productions étrangéres, certaines céramiques byzantines en portent pourtant les 
traces. 


9! Voir notamment, D. PRINGLE, Pottery as Evidence for Trade in the Crusader States, in: I Comuni 
italiani nel regno crociato di Gerusalemme, Genova 1986, p. 451-475 qui donne une bibliographie 
assez compléte sur les sites en question 


92 V, FRANÇOIS, La céramique médiévale à Alexandrie. Contribution à l'histoire économique de la 
ville, Etudes Alexandrines 2, Le Caire (sous presse); G. SCANLON, Fustat Expedition: Preliminary 
Report, 1965, Part II, JARCE VI (1967) 65-86; idem, The Fustat Mounds, A Shard Count 1968, 
Archaeology 24 n°3, avril 1971, р. 220-233; idem, Mamluk Pottery: More Evidence from Fustat, 
Mugarnas 2 (1984) 115-126. 
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études critiques 


Was Monemvasia founded in the times of Justinian I? 


In margine of H. KALLIGAS, Byzantine Monemvasia. The Sources. 
Monemvasia: Akroneon, 1990, XIV + 292 pp. 


Stanislav TURLEJ (Krakow) 


KALLIGAS's is an attempt to describe the complete history of Monemvasia since its foundation up 
to the 16th century. The author has not limited himself to the mere presentation of source texts. He 
has also put forward a reinterpretation of the broadly understood source text material (written texts, 
archaeological data) used to reconstruct the history of Monemvasia, in particular the basic facts 
concerning the first centuries of its existence. The important political and economic role of 
Monemvasia was long recognised, especially in the era of Palaeologoi, when it was the main pil- 
lar of Byzantium in the Peloponnesus. However, the discussion of the first days of the city has 
raised a lot of debate. 

KALLIGAS's work presents the material in the chronological order of the historical epochs 
while the ecclesiastical history forms a different section. Thus, chapter 1 deals with "The Foun- 
dation of Monemvasia”, pp. 1-33; chapter 2 “Monemvasia until 1204", pp. 35-71; chapter 3 “1204- 
1282. Relations with the Franks", pp. 73-99; chapter 4 “1252-1380. A Century of Prosperity", pp. 
101-142; chapter 5 *1380-1460. The Peloponnesus under Palaeologoi", pp. 143-193; chapter 6 
"The Ecclesiastical History of Monemvasia, pp. 195-254; chapter 7 "The Dispersal of the 
Records", pp. 255f. It also specifies the documents for Monemvasia mentioned in the source texts, 
bibliography and index. The whole work is generously illustrated with photographs depicting the 
topography of the place, its architectural monuments and copies of documents. 

The vast range of issues touched upon by KALLIGAS which cover the almost a thousand year 
period makes a detailed discussion of the book impossible. Therefore, I will present only a few 
comments with regard to some fragments of the book. They will concern those important problems 
of the work on the early days of Monemvasia relating to the historical geography of 6th-10th cen- 
tury Byzantium and source texts criticism. 

KALLIGAS claims that the foundation of Monemvasia was a result of the migration of the 
Lacones. This did not necessarily happen as a reaction to any specific invasion of the Turkish tribes 
on the Peloponnesus, but as its anticipation. It could have taken place during the last years of 
Justinian I's reign, after the year 559. The foundation of the city and subsequently its rapid devel- 
opment are the outcome of its perfect geographical situation and its role in the communication sys- 
tem of the empire (pp. 27-33). As early as 592/3, during the reign of Maurice, Monemvasia became 
a church metropolis. In recognition of its role emperor Constantine Pogonatos issued a document 
in which he confirmed the privileges for the church ant the city of Monemvasia since, as a succes- 
sor of Lacedaemon, it enjoyed considerable autonomy. From the 7th century onwards, following 
the abandonment of Corinth, Monemvasia fulfilled the function of the most important Byzantine 
port in the Peloponnesus. At the beginning of the 10th century it lost the status of metropolis and 
became an ordinary bishopric, a suffragan see of Corinth. Such a painful degradation resulted from 
the integration of Illyricum with the patriarchate in Constantinopole under the reign of Leon VI 
(pp. 35f; 41f; 205-206). 
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The academic literature produced so far presents various opinions as far as the aforementioned 
issues are concerned. The foundation of Monemvasia is linked to the Slavic invasion of the 
Peloponnesus.! The first records date back to the first half of the 8th century.? However, it is uncer- 
tain whether in the period between the 7th and 8th century Lacedaemon functioned as a city and a 
bishopric. The only piece of information which could attest to it, i.e. the mention of “the city of 
Lacedaemonians" in the documents of the ecumenical council of 680? is sometimes used in refer- 
ence to Monemvasia. The degradation of Corinth in the 8th century is often seen as a result of nat- 
ural calamities (the earthquake of 550/551; the plague of 746-748).4 At the same time, there is no 
information that confirms such an important role for Monemvasia of that period. It is accepted that 
its elevation to the status of church metropolis took place after the Greeks regained the city from 
the Franks in the 2nd half of the 13th century.> 

This reconstruction of the history of Monemvasia - so divergent from the current state of 
research - is an outcome of KALLIGAS's own analysis of the source texts. In the case of 
Monemvasia they had already been frequently reinterpreted. An exception here is a recently pub- 
lished text of the privilege for the metropolis of Monemvasia issued by John VI Kantakouzenos. 
Its alleged existence was known only from an indirect mention P As the basis of his findings 
KALLIGAS accepted the source texts which were not only very late, but also clearly biased as their 
objective was to defend the leading role of the metropolis of Monemvasia in the Peloponnesus in 
the 15th-16th century. These are namely the Petitions written by Isidore of Kiev and the so-called 
Chronicon Maius. A fragment of the Petition of 1428-14297 addressed to the patriarch Joseph II 
on behalf of Cyril, the metropolitan of Monemvasia, is particularly significant. It accounts for the 
foundation of the city. When towards the end of the 14th century Byzantium regained Corinth, it 
raised a dispute concerning the jurisdiction over the bishoprics of Maine and Zemena. Once under 
Frankish occupation, these suffragan sees of Corinth were until then subject to Monemvasia. 
Naturally, Monemvasia did not want to lose the bishoprics. Hence the attempt to effect the change 
of the decision of the synod of 1397 by means of the above-mentioned Petitions.? The testimony 
of Chronicon Maius originating from the years 1573-1575 (the so-called Pseudo-Phrantzes), just 


! P, SCHREINER, Note sur la foundation de Monemvasie en 582-583, Travaux et Mémoires 4 (1970) 
471-475; idem, Die Byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, Bd I, Wien 1975, p. 319, Bd Il, Wien 1978, pp. 
77-78. 


2 Vita Willibaldi ep., МОН, SS 15, 1, p. 93; Theophanis, Chronographia, ed. C. De Boor, V. I, 
AM 6238, p. 422-423. 


3 G.D. Mansı, Sacrorum Consiliorum nova et amplissima collectio, Florence 1759f, у. XI, 612, 
624, 645, 667; R. RIEDINGER, Die Praesenz- und Subscriptionslisten des VI. oekumenischen Konzils 
(680/681) und der Papyrus Vind. G. 3. Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil. - Hist. ΚΙ., 
Abh. NS 85, München 1979, p. 7-8, 14-23. 

4 ЈН. FINLAY, Corinth in Middle Ages, Speculum 7 (1932), р. 478; M. S. KARDOSES, Συμβολή στὴν 
ἱστορία καὶ τοπογραφία τῆς περιοχῆς Κορίνθου στοὺς μέσους χρόνους, Athens 1981, р. 59f, 228f; D. 
1. PALLAS, Reallexikon zur byzantinischen Kunst, Bd. IV (Liferungen 29/30), Stuttgart 1990, p. 749f. 
5 D. A. ΖΑΚΥΝΤΗΙΝΟΣ, Le Despotat grec de Morée. Vie et institution, ed. C. Maltézou, London 
1975, s. 271f; H-G. BECK, Kirche und theologische Literatur im Byzantinischen Reich, München 1959, 
p. 178-179. The status of the metropolis recorded in the note no. 15 from the 13th century, see J. 
DARROUZES, Notitiae Episcopatuum Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Paris 1981, p. 159f. 


6 IP. MEDVEDEV, Pozdnie kopii vizantijskich dokumentov v sobranii Biblioteki Akademii Nauk 
SSSR, Vizant. Vrem. 32 (1971) 227-228. 

7 Two Petitions of Isidore of Kiev of 1428-29 (the dating according to SCHREINER, Kleinchroniken, 
v. II, р. 437; E. KISLINGER, Die Sizilienfahrt des Isidoros von Kiev (1429), Δίπτυχα c (1994-1995), p. 
59f, particularly the initial passage of the longer of the Petitions (ed. S. LAMBROS, Neos Ellenomnenon 
12 (1915) 286-287). 

8 The resolutions of the synod of 1397 - Е. MIKLOSICH - J. MÜLLER, Acta et diplomata Graeca 

406 Medii Aevi, Sacra et Profana, v. I, Vindobonae 1860, р. 287-292. 


like the privilege of John VI, bear the impression of Makarios Melissenos, the metropolitan of 
Monemvasia. His objective was to emphasise the significance of his line and of the bishopric in the 
past. Involved in the conflict with the metropolitan of Chistianupolis in 1570 he defended his rights 
presenting different documents. The above-mentioned privilege of John VI was apparently one of 
them.? 

Therefore, the study of the history of the Church of Monemvasia, though fairly well docu- 
mented in the late-Byzantine period, is carried out with caution and great scepticism as regards the 
numerous privileges of that city.!? It has to be added that for the period up to the 10th century there 
are no records of that time which would attest to Monemvasia enjoying such a focal position. This 
is, for instance, one of the reasons for questioning the credibility of part I of the Synodikon of 
Monemvasian which lists the metropolitans of Monemvasia from the end of the 6th until the begin- 
ning of the 10th century.!! KALLIGAS considers the content of the Synodikon true because it is con- 
firmed by other sources: the Petition of Isidore of Kiev and Chronicon Maius! (pp. 188f). 

De facto, the Petitions and Chronicon Maius are supposed to justify KALLIGAS’s use of the ret- 
rospective method in the reconstruction of the history of Monemvasia in the so-called dark ages, 
however, their reliability has not been demonstrated. In KALLIGAS’s view, even though the Petition 
and the Chronicon Maius are accused of bias, this does not diminish their credibility. The lack of 
evidence about e.g. the high status of the Church of Monemvasia in the sources has no significance, 
either because it does not mean that such an elevation was altogether impossible. KALLIGAS open- 
ly uses the fact of the lack of data (explicit remark p. 200) which would otherwise directly exclude 
the information contained in his fundamental sources. To make the one-sided analysis reliable 
KALLIGAS quotes the historical facts and similar cases. However, in the search for these cases 
KALLIGAS dangerously departs in his interpretation from the existing data. Where they do not exist 
or are not sufficiently clear he seems satisfied with very general comments about the historical con- 
text.!? 

In his interpretation KALLIGAS encounters a dilemma concerning the foundation of 
Monemvasia, namely whether it was a spontaneous act of the Lacones or a decision of Justinian’s. 
KALLIGAS explicitly chooses the latter possibility, although no written records, even those glorify- 
ing Monemvasia’s, say anything about it. KALLIGAS’s argumentation seems to prove that since 
Justinian built so many cities he must have also founded Monemvasia, an essential point in the 
communication system of the empire. It is unfortunate that the existing records (e.g. Prokopios) did 


? Chronicon Maius about the beginnings of Monemvasia p. 338, according to ed. V. GRECU, 
Pseudo-Phrantzes: Macarie Melissenos, Cronica, Bukarest 1966. The authorship of Chronicon Maius 
- H. HUNGER, Hochsprachliche Profane Literatur der Byzantiner, München 1978, Bd. 1, p. 496; 
MEDVEDEV, Pozdnie, p. 229. 

10 V, LAURENT, Les faux de la diplomatique patriarcale: Un Prétendu Acte Synodal en faveur de la 
Métropole de Monembasie, REB 21 (1963) 142-158; F. DOLGER, Ein literarischer und diplomatisch- 
er Fülscher des 16 Jahrhunderts: Metropolit Makarios von Monembasia, Byzantiniche Diplomatik, 
Ettal 1956, p. 371-383; MEDVEDEV, op. cit., p. 229-230; P. SCHREINER, Ein Prostagma Andronikos’ III 
für Monembasioten in Pegai (1328) und das gefälschte Chrysobull Andronikos' II für die 
Monembasioten in Byzantinischen Reich, Jahrb. d. österr. Byzant. 27 (1978), p. 2146, У. G. CZENCOVA, 
Zamecanija k diskussii o privilegijach Ziteljam Monemvasii, Vizantijskie oëerki, Moscow 1996, p. 
174-182. 

п — V, LAURENT'S conclusions (La Liste épiscopale du synodicon de Monemvasie, Échos d’Orient 32 
(1933), p. 140f) about the Synodikon of Monemvasia did not become outdated. KALLIGAS's interpre- 
tation of the source (p. 195f) does not offer any arguments confirming the metropolitan status of 
Monemvasia after the 10th century. 

1? KALLIGAS claims that the Church Notes (Notitiae Episcopatuum) do not deserve any detailed 
analysis since they are not official documents (for instants p. 209). That is probably why KALLIGAS has 
omitted the analysis of De Boon's and Basil of Ialimbana's notes. There is no mention about the papal 
sources containing information about the church organization of Illyricum during the litigation on the 
ecclesiastical affiliation of that area. 
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not make KALLIGAS investigate what was the character of Justinian's policy towards Greece. And 
it is noteworthy that Prokopios does not mention any fortification works in the Реороппезиз. 13 It 
is surprising that to prove his assumptions KALLIGAS did not make reference to the building oper- 
ations in Anthedon, Greece. They were attested to by archaeological excavations, though not 
accounted for by the literary sources. !4 

KALLIGAS also attempts to authenticate the record of Chronicon Maius which stated that 
Monemvasia had the status of church metropolis as early as 592/3 (pp. 36f. 199-200). Apart from 
quoting the strategic significance of Monemvasia for the empire (for which there is no evidence in 
that period whatsoever), KALLiGAS stresses the fact that the Achaea area was then under Roman 
jurisdiction. But this does not justify or explain the circumstances of the foundation of the new 
metropolis. What sort of political, ecclesiastical or other circumstances could lead emperor 
Maurice and the Pope, Gregory the Great, to make this step? The Papacy carefully protected its 
interests in the vicariate of Thessalonika and it is dubious that such licence of the emperor would 
have not been recorded.!5 On the other hand, it is rather unfortunate to quote the establishment of 
a new metropolis in Athens and in Patras in this context in order to prove the possibility of an ana- 
logical rise of the Church of Monemvasia. The history of the rise of these metropolises is incom- 
parably better documented and reliable because of the written records and historical data. On the 
other hand, the circumstances accounting for it, i.e. Byzantium regaining its power after the peri- 
od of the Slavic invasion and the direct interest of the rulers do not concern Monemvasia. 

According to Chronicon Maius, Monemvasia had the status of a metropolis beginning with the 
end of the 6th century. Also the church notes whose credibility KALLIGAS did not question, record- 
ed Monemvasia as an ordinary bishopric - a suffragan see of Corinth from the 10th century 
onwards.!6 Thus, KALLIGAS claims that Monemvasia was demoted at the beginning of the 10th cen- 
tury. The next step is the sound explanation of this event. The analysis of possible reasons for the 
fall of the metropolis of Monemvasia should be sustained by a thorough study of the reality of that 
period, but instead KALLIGAS confines himself to reasoning based on elimination. If Monemvasia 
was not destroyed by Arabs, if it did not result from a natural calamity or the repressive measures 
of the iconoclasts, then perhaps it was the integration of Illyricum with the patriarchate of 
Constantinopole? The analysis of historical context does not credit KALLIGAS’s hypotheses, either 
with regard to such a splendid beginning of Monemvasia associated with Justinian and its impos- 
ing promotion to metropolitan status, or to the reasons for such a rapid and painful demotion. 

Changes in the organisation of the Greek church at the beginning of the 10th century seem to 
deny the possibility of such a sudden fall of a church metropolis. Usually, the numerous centres 
which just like Monemvasia survived invasions or played an important role in the reconstruction 
of the Byzantine administration were elevated to a higher status. Those which attained the status of 
bishoprics were e.g. Thebes, Kerkira, Leukos and Aigina, though the last two are not even de- 


13 S. A. Ivanov, Oborona balkanskich provincij Vizantii i proniknovenie „varvarov“ na Balkany 
v pervoj polovine VI v., Viz. Vrem. 45 (1984), p. 38f. The analysis of Prokopios's data about Justi- 
nían's policy towards Greece with the emphasis on the possible link between the lack of fortification 
in the Peloponnesus with the Slavic expansion: J. KODER - Е. Нир, Tabula Imperii Byzantini. 1: Hel- 
las und Thesallia, Wien 1976, p. 53f; J. KODER, Zur Frage der slavischen Siedlungsgebiete im mittel- 
alterlichen Griechenland, Byz. Zeitschrf. (1978), p. 315f. 
1^ Archaeological excavations seem to confirm the works in the port of Anthedon during Justinian 
I's reign: TIB 1, Anthedon, p. 123. 
15 The pontificate of Gregory the Great is fairly well documented. There are records about the mea- 
sures he took to secure the interests of the Papacy in the Balkans. Therefore, it can be assumed that 
the establishment of a new metropolis by the emperor Maurice would have provoked the reaction of 
the Pope. E. H. FISCHER, Gregor der Grósse und Byzanz, Zeitschrift der Savigny - Stiftung für 
Rechtsgeschichte 67 (1950), Kanonische Abteilung 36, p. 46f. 
6 The state of the church organization at the beginning of the 10th century is depicted by note no. 
408 7 according to DARROUZES, ор. cit., p. 53f, specifications, р. 269f. 
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monstrated as bishoprics in the early Byzantine period. Naupaktos and Neai Patrai became metro- 
polises.!? 

It seems that KALLIGAS could have more or less succeeded in the demonstration of the impor- 
tance of Monemvasia from the beginning of its history if not for the so-called Chronicle of 
Monemvasia (CM). The work associates the foundation of the city with the Avar invasion in the 
times of Maurice and destroys KALLIGAS’s vision of the early days of the city based on Isidorian 
account. Therefore, when analysing the data about the genesis of Monemvasia KALLIGAS tried to 
demonstrate that in comparison with the Petition this account is a less credible source, which is 
apparently confirmed by the archaeological data.!? KALLIGAS postulates a few theses about the CM, 
the Petitions and the Scholium. He claims that: 1) the two versions - Kutlumus (K) and Turin (T) 
- are so similar to each other that they can be treated as one version called *Monemvasia". 2) the 
original version did not possess a title and 3) attempts to establish the date in the initial part of the 
(K) version. 4) due to the use of the Byzantine system of dating the Iberon version (Ib) is to be 
recognised as the latest one. 5) The close similarity of the information about the Lakones in all the 
versions of the CM proves that it comes from a common source entitled 7he Chronicle of 
Lacedaemon-Monemvasia, which was later incorporated in the CM. 6) the differences in the final 
part of the CM indicate the later composition of (Ib). When working on his Scholium, Arethas must 
have had access to The Chronicle of the Metropolis of Patras and not to the complete version of 
the CM, which seems to be proven by the lack of report about the Lacones. 

The Petition of Isidore of Kiev and the CM provide convergent information about the founda- 
tion of Monemvasia, the differences in the Petition being as follows: 1) the migration of the 
Lacones was provoked by the Onogurs and not by the Slavs. The fall of Corinth had no direct bear- 
ing on the Lacones' escape. 2) The time of the events was not the reign of Maurice, but of Justinian 
I. Isidore of Kiev and the author of the CM relied on the same source: The Chronicle of 
Lacedaemon-Monemvasia. The account of the invasion mentioned by Isidore corresponds to the 
report of Agathias. When discussing the Church of Patras the CM overestimates the problem of the 
Slavs, who reached only the northwestern part of the Peloponnesus. It is attested by the account of 
Arethas and archaeological excavations (pp. 3-33). 

Although the fundamental assumptions of KALLIGAS’s interpretation are fairly clear, they can- 
not be accepted on their merits, just like his analytical method. The analysis of the numerous 
sources often providing contradictory data, as often happens in the case of the CM, needs a well- 
defined point of departure for further investigation. Unfortunately, KALLIGAS does not even gener- 
ally explain how he views the currently discussed questions of the literary form or the dating sys- 
tem of the CM. As can be inferred, the CM is interpreted as a "typical" chronicle whose fragment 
about the Lacones was composed before 965 (p. 14 f. 17). In a different place it is stated that the 
objective of this text could have been the protection of the rights of Patras as a metropolis at the 
beginning of the 10th century (p. 206 f. 35). KALLIGAS reduces the analysis of the CM to the infor- 
mation about the content of the three versions, their comparison (hardly more than two pages!) and 
the subsequent division of the content. His method of interpretation is of an introductory and pure- 
ly theoretical character. It is taken out of context and constructed in such a way that one is bound 
to choose the hypothesis which may confute the credibility of the CM, and not the most probable 
one. In view of the findings about the CM established until now the results of KALLIGAS's analysis 
cannot be recognised as conclusive. 


17 TIB 1, p. 119f, 126#, 223f, 2691; ТІВ 3, р. 178f, 195f, 210f. KALLIGAS does not mention Nikopol 


(TIB 3, p. 213f) which could have been destroyed by the Arabs. Indeed, the metropolis ceased to exist, 
but its name became the name of the province. 

18 "The archaeological data are usually interpreted in relation to the written records, but the results 
of the research are divergent - J. H. RossNER, A Research Strategy for Byzantine Archaeology, 
Byzantine Studies 6 (1979), р. 1528, for example the history of Argos - P. A. YANNOPULOS, La péné- 
tration Slave en Argolide, BCH, suppl. VI (1980), p. 331f, 353f, P. AUPERT, Céramique slave a Argos 
(585 AP. J.-C.), BCH, suppl. VI (1980), p. 373f. 


409 


410 


The decisive argument which in KALLIGAS’s opinion proves the late origin of the (Tb) version 
is the use of the Byzantine dating system. This is demonstrated in the following way: ^... 
Furthermore in 1.53, when the facts of the reign of Maurice start, the Iberon uses the Byzantine 
system of dating whereas in the Monemvasia version the older Alexandrian system is used. This 
must be taken into consideration and allows for two possibilities only: either both version were 
contemporary, copied from the same original, which contained the chronology of the Alexandrian 
system; and the copyist of the Iberon in his elaboration of the original changed the date to the sys- 
tem which was in use at the time; or the Iberon {5 an arrangement of the older Monemvasia ver- 
sion. The possibility generally adopted that the Iberon is the earlier version, seems unacceptable. 
If this were so then the system of dating which was in use at the time must have been changed by 
the copyist of the Monemvasia version to the Alexandrian, which was obsolete, and this would be 
absurd". (pp. 12-13). 

We do not know in what way KALLIGAS establishes that there existed only the two above- 
mentioned possibilities and that the versions were copied at the same time. The problem of the dat- 
ing system used in the CM does not play a conclusive role in the research because there are rea- 
sons to assume that later copyists could have introduced some changes. It is enough to look at the 
beginning of the text (Ib): 

Ἐν ἔτει τῷ £62 τῆς τοῦ κόσμου κατασκευῆς, ὅπερ ἦν ἔτος AP’ τῆς βασιλείας Ίουστι- 
νιανοῦ τοῦ μεγάλον. 19 

The year 6064 since the creation of the world is not the counterpart of the 32nd year of 
Justinian I’s reign, neither according to the Alexandrian nor the Byzantine system. Unfortunately, 
KALLIGAS has ignored this passage. He does not notice (?) either that in all the versions to estab- 
lish the time of the Avar occupation of the Peloponnesus the Byzantine system of dating was 
used.? It was possible to use the Alexandrian system of dating in the archetype of the CM which 
the (Ib) copyists did not change carefully enough into the Byzantine system, and which the (K) and 
(T) copyists did only in part. The opposition of the older Alexandrian system and the younger 
Byzantine system used commonly after the former plays the key role in KALLIGAS's argumentation. 
It is noteworthy that theoretically the use of the Byzantine system was possible even with the 
acceptance of the earliest of the suggested datings of the CM, the year 806,2! when the Alexandrian 
system of dating was in use. 

The thesis about Monemvasia as the successor of Lacedaemon has fundamental significance 
in KALLIGAS's work. It seems, however, that KALLIGAS did not prove it in any way in his study of 
the sources reporting the early history of Monemvasia. To find out whether there existed any con- 
nection between Lacedaemon and the genesis of Monemvasia it is first of all necessary to analyse 
the respective pieces of information in the CM, but KALLIGAS has not completed this in a satisfac- 
tory way. It seems that the information about the Lakones and Lacedaemon incorporated in the CM 
was connected with the subordination of the bishopric of Lacedaemon to the metropolis of Patras 
at the moment of its foundation. The fragment of the (Ib) text about the rebuilding of this city at 
the beginning of the 9th century makes a direct reference to the CM passage devoted to the Lakones 


19 According to P. LEMERLE's edition of the (Ib) version, La Chronique improprement dite de 
Monemvasie; le contexte historique et légendaire, REB 21 (1963), p. 8, (1); According to the edition 
by I. Duscev, Cronaca di Monemvasia. Introduzione, testo critico e note, Instituto Siciliano di studi 
bizantini e neoellenici. Testi 12, Palermo 1976, p. 2, (1-2). 


20 In LEMERLE's edition of the (Ib) version, ор. cit., p. 10, (53-54); DUIJCEV's edition, ор. cit., p. 16, 
137-138; (К) and (T) versions in DUJCEV’s edition, op. cit., p. 18, 160-163. 


21 Dating the CM according to LEMERLE, op. cit, p. 22, idem, A propos de la Chronique de 
Monemvasie et de quelques textes apparentes, Zbornik Rad. Vizant. Instit. 8/2 (1964) 236-237; V. 
GRUMEL, La Chronologie, Paris 1958, p. 128 gives the first example of the use of the Byzantine dat- 
ing system for the year 771. I discuss the circumstances of the CM foundation elsewhere. 


and constitutes a complement and a development of the argumentation for the rights of Patras to 
the bishopric.2? 

It is extremely doubtful whether KALLIGAS managed to "discover" new sources. The coinci- 
dence of the information about the Lakones and the foundation of Monemvasia in all the three ver- 
sions of the CM is put forward as a proof of the existence of The Chronicle of Lacedaemon- 
Monemvasia. Indeed, with this type of argumentation one could also point to other works used for 
the compilation of the CM. For example, the author could have used the Chronicle of the 
Metropolis of Corinth or The Chronicle of Argos when mentioning Corinth or Argos, just like in 
KALLIGAS’s view he used the alleged Chronicle of the Metropolis of Patras. Likewise, the descrip- 
tion of events in the Peloponnesus from the beginning of the 9th century could have come from 
The Chronicle of the Peloponnesus. 

KALLIGAS recognises the description of the dependence of the suffragan see on the Patras 
metropolis by means of the phrase кат’ ἐπίδοσιν used in the (К) and (T) versions as another proof 
for the later origin of the (Ib) version (p. 13 f. 13). According to (Ib) the metropolis of Patras with 
three suffragan sees was founded by order of Emperor Nicephorus I: (the account of Lacedaemon), 
ἐπισκοπὴν καὶ αὖθις ταύτην κατέστησε καὶ ὑποκεῖσθαι τῇ τῶν Πατρῶν μητροπόλει ἐθέσ- 
πισεν, προσαφιερώσας καὶ ἑτέρας δύο ἐπισκοπάς, τήν τε Μεθώνην καὶ τὴν Κορώνην. 23 The 
legal status and the type of relationship between Patras and their bishoprics as the CM (Ib) reports 
are confirmed by the church notes. The suffragan sees, in turn, were governed by their own bish- 
ops 24 The meaning of the term kat’ ἐπίδοσιν was different. It signified the transfer of the bish- 
optic to another bishop “in addition”. This usually happened for financial reasons. The first men- 
tion of the type dates back to the time of Alexius Comnenus.?5 The use of the phrase κατ᾿ ἐπίδοσιν 
in the (K) and (T) versions does not certify that the (Ib) version was later, on the contrary, it attests 
to the value of the account corresponding to the content of the church notes. 

The analytical method and the conclusions formulated by KALLIGAS in reference to the 
Scholium by Arethas of Ceasarea cannot be accepted, either. Arethas did not incorporate the infor- 
mation about the Lakones, Corinth or Argos in the way the CM does. In KALLIGAS’s view he would 
have certainly done this if he had had the CM at his disposal. KALLIGAS claims that Arethas made 
use of The Chronicle of the Metropolis of Patras which lacked the above mentioned data, hence 
the differences between the content of the Scholium and the CM. KALLIGAS assumes the existence 
of an undefined Chronicle of the Metropolis of Patras. Surprisingly enough, it did not even record 
the information about Patras which the CM mentions in all its versions, e.g. the name of the cur- 
rent bishop, or the number of the suffragan sees. Arethas does not mention it, either and that would 
have certainly interested him, as KALLIGAS assumes. Unfortunately, KALLIGAS does not put forward 
any reasonable argument against the authorship of the CM ascribed to Arethas of Ceasarea.26 

KALLIGAS's analysis of fragments of the Petition of Isidore of Kiev about the invasion of 
Turkish Onogurs and their conquest of Corinth in the 2nd half of the 6th century is not even a set 
of academic hypotheses. These are mere assumptions in relation to what and why Agathias did not 
write in his work in order to make the Isidorian version of events credible. KALLIGAS makes use of 


2 KALLIGAS, just like the earlier research, 6.5. О. KRESTEN, Zur Echtheit des ΣΙΓΙΛΙΟΝ des Kaisers 
Nikephoros I für Patras, Rómische Historische Mitteilungen 19 (1977) 56-57, f. 128, H. DITTEN, 
Ethnische Verschiebungen zwischen der Balkanhalbinsel und Kleinasien von Ende des 6. bis zur 
zweiten Hálfte des 9. Jahrhunderts, Berlin 1993, p. 346, does not precisely interpret the information 
about Lacedaemon. I discuss it in a separate work. 

23 ΤΕΜΕΕΙΕ, La Chronique, р. 10, (73-75); Duicev, Cronaca, p. 22, (199-201). 

24 The list of bishops for Lacedaemon: V. LAURENT, La Liste Épiscopale du Synodicon de la metro- 
pole de Lacédémone, REB 21 (1961), p. 208f. 

25 J. DARROUZES, Le Traité des Transferts. Édition critique et commentaire, REB 42 (1984), p. 183f. 
26 The problem of Arethas's authorship: J. Koper, Arethas von Kaisareia und die sogenannte 
Chronik von Monembasia, Jahrb. d. österr. Byzant. 25 (1976), p. 76f; KRESTEN, op. cit., p. 71. 
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two passages of Agathias's work taken out of context. As KALLIGAS claims, the first µήτε τῷ 
Ἰσθμῷ προσβαλόντες is an indication of the invaders’ activity in the Isthmus area because it is 
difficult to imagine any other reason justifying the existence of Isthmus (p. 24). The second men- 
tion of οὐδέν τι ἀξιαφήγητον ἔδρασαν is in KALLIGAS's opinion a proof that in the light of the 
continuous invasions and destruction experienced by Corinth as a result of natural calamities, 
Agathias considered that reporting the results of the Hunnish invasion of Greece, i.e. of the fall of 
Corinth as not noteworthy (p. 24 f. 29). The whole passage devoted to the campaign mentioned by 
Agathias does not allow for such an interpretation: 

οἱ δὲ ἀνὰ τὴν Ἑλλάδα πρότερον ἐσταλμένοι, οὐδέν τι ἀξιαφήγητον ἔδρασαν μήτε τῷ 
Ἰσθμῷ προσβαλόντες, μηδέ γε τὴν ἀρχὴν τὰς Θερμοπύλας παραμειψάμενοι διὰ τὴν φρουρὰν 
τῶν ἐκεῖσε ἱδρύσθαι τεταγμένων Ῥωμαίων .27 
The invaders did not cross Thermopylae because of the garrison, and then they withdrew to Thrace. 
Isthmus was probably mentioned in this text as an allusion to the Hunnish invasion which reached 
Isthmus in 539. This was described by Prokopios of Ceasarea.28 

There are no convincing arguments for the existence of an independent source common to both 
the CM and the Petition as concerns the passage devoted to the Lakones, nor for the credibility of 
the Isidorian account about the situation in the Peloponnesus at the outset of the 2nd half of the 6th 
century.?? 

It is difficult fo formulate a definite opinion about the fragment of KALLIGAS’s work briefly 
discussed here because of the divergence between the title and the initially outlined content of the 
book. It seems that the presentation of the source texts is not an objective in itself, but a starting 
point for future analysis. It can be disappointing for those who, under the impression of the title, 
have expected a recapitulation of the current state of research or a commentary. This information 
is blurred by KALLIGAS’s own arguments. As can be inferred from the actual content of the book, 
it is a reinterpretation of all data referring to Monemvasia and on this basis KALLIGAS writes the 
history of the city. Even when making allowances for KALLIGAS's local patriotism the reader is 
struck by the lack of criticism on the part of the author. In his opinion KALLIGAS managed to prove 
the powerful position of Monemvasia from the beginning of its history, but it was probably at the 
cost of the quality of his work. After all, it is impossible to thoroughly reinterpret so many funda- 
mental source texts in one book alone. Indeed, a chance reader of KALLIGAS's work could get the 
impression of some sort of *plot" between scholars to belittle the significance of the city. However, 
the interpretation of the sources on the history of Monemvasia demands particular discretion in the 
use of source text critique and academic methods. If the author's intention was to revive the dis- 
cussion about the history of Monemvasia and the Peloponnesus he did not achieve the desired (?) 
result. The fact that KALLIGAS recognised the significance of all the three versions of the CM in his- 
torical analysis has to be appreciated. 


27 Agathias, The History, ed. B. G. NIEBUHR, Bonn 1828, р. 301; Корек, Thermopylai, ТІВ 1, pp. 
273-275. 

Е Agathias followed Prokopios, who he mentioned in his work. He was in Constantinopole during 
Zabergan’ s invasion - G. BAKALOV, Les Ouvrages d'Agathias de Myrénée comme source de l'histo- 
rie des territoires balkaniques pendant la première moitié du VF siècle, Et. balk. 12 (1974), p. 207; 
HUNGER, op. cit., p. 303f. 

2 "The analysis of the Petition accounting for the similarity of its content to the record of the CM - 
P. CHARANIS, The Chronicle of Monemvasia and the Question of the Slavonic Settlements in Greece, 
DOP 5 (1950), p. 157f. 


comptes-rendus 


Aikaterine CHRISTOPHILOPOULOU | Βυζαντινή ἱστορία, volume II (2): A. D. 867- 
1081 


Thessalonica: Vanias publications 1997, pp. 535, 1 map. Second edition with updated biblio- 
graphical references 


The importance of Professor CHRISTOPHILOPOULOU'S synthetic manual, so far covering the early 
and middle Byzantine historical periods according to the author's division of Byzantine history 
(A.D. 324-610 and 610-1081), is a fact generally acknowledged by scholarship (cf. e.g. ByzSlav 
XXXIX, 1978, 52-53; XLIII, 1982, 225; LV, 96-97; see also A. SAVVIDES, 7th-15th-century 
Islamic history as portrayed in Greek Byzantine history manuals: a bibliographical survey, 
Journal of Oriental and African Studies III-IV (1991-92, publ. 1993) 84-85). The author is a well 
established Byzantinist with a solid scholarly production spanning over more than half a centuty 
and several among her contributions, like those on the Byzantine senate (Ἡ σύγκλητος εἰς τό 
Βυζάντιον, Ἔπετηρίς ᾿Αρχείου Ἱστορίας Ἑλληνικοῦ Δικαίου II, 1949), on the process of selec- 
tion, proclamation and coronation of the Byzantine emperor (Εκλογή, ἀναγόρευσις καί στέψις τοῦ 
Βυζαντινοῦ αὐτοκράτορος, Πραγματεῖαι ᾿Ακαδημίας ᾿Αθηνῶν no. 22, Athens 1956) and on the 
Byzantine vice-regency (Н ἀντιβασιλεία εἰς τό Βυζάντιον, Σύμμεικτα II, 1970) are considered 
classics in the field. The volume under review covers the second part of the middle Byzantine 
period and was initially published in Athens in 1988 (cf. A. SAVVIDES, Θεσσαλικὀ Ἡμερολόγιο 
XIV, Larissa 1988, 199-200) consisting of an *excellent combination of teaching methodology as 
well as scholarly expertise" (see D. KALAMAKES, Παρνασσός XXX, 1988, 471-474, here at p. 
471). 

The book commences with the ascent of the Macedonian dynasty in 867 and ends with the 
seizure of power in Constantinople by the founder of the Comnenian dynasty, Alexius I, in 1081, 
a year marking the close of the middle and the beginning of the late Byzantine period (in this 
CHRISTOPHILOPOULOU concurs with Ioannes E. KARAYANNOPOULOS, who also adopts this date as 
such: Ἱστορία τοῦ βυζαντινοῦ κράτους, vol. H: A.D. 565-1081 and vol. ПЕ. 1:A.D. 1081-1204, 
Thessalonica: Vanias publications, reprint of 1991; also recently idem, Το βυζαντινό κράτος, 4th 
updated ed., Thessalonica: Vanias 1996, p. 61 and passim). This synthesis provides an analytical 
picture of the aforementioned crucial period with a wealthy bibliographical documentation to both 
sources (with valuable introductory sections on primary texts on pp. 10-13, 46-47, 105-108, 150- 
152 and 189-194 as well as some ‘telling’ extracts from those sources in well-balanced footnotes) 
and secondary works as well. A characteristic of the whole work is that in it one does not just find 
a recounting of what happened with parallel citations of what has been supported by modern 
scholarship, but also a frequent expounding of the author's personal views and opinions on sev- 
eral cardinal issues. Thus, for example, on p. 38 ff. the legal compendium.known as Πρόχειρος 
Νόμος is dated not to Leo VI's time (as supported by Andreas SCHMINK, a leading authority on 
` Byzantine law), but to the period of Basil I's reign. On the other hand, it would perhaps be unfair 
to dispense with such a massive monograph as the late Arnold TovNBEE's Constantine Porphy- 
rogenitus and his world (London 1973) in a manner as the one adopted by CHRISTOPHILOPOULOU 
on pp. 79-80, note 2. 

Of particular value, as in the previous two volumes (I and Π.1, already appearing in English 
translations), are the chapters dealing with theory of state, institutions, administration and econo- 
my, as well as with law (an area with which the author is quite familiar) - all topics in which 413 


CHRISTOPHILOPOULOU has contributed notable studies. Also of importance are her chapters deal- 
ing with the army, cities and the population of the Empire. A real asset which renders the vol- 
ume's second edition an extra value lies in its detailed and well-placed bibliographical addenda 
on pp. 483-517, which are followed themselves by a cumulative index of modern editors and 
authors for all three volumes (I, П.1 and 11.2); and it is to be stressed here that these additions do 
not simply consist of dry new titles, but in fact of penetrating discussion of various problems and 
issues appearing in the original edition of 1988 (thus, they are cited according to the 1988 pagi- 
nation reference, also appearing here in photostat reprint, pp. 1-482). This section contains inter- 
esting notes and observations on such topics like Byzantine-Bulgarian relations (p. 489), 
Bulgaria's ecclesiastical organisation by Basil II (p. 494), Michael IV's coronation (pp. 495-496; 
on p. 495 Μιχαήλ Α΄ corrigendum to Μιχαήλ A’), on internal unrest in Byzantium in the pre-1081 
period (p. 497), on the character of Byzantine imperial power (p. 498), on the idea of ‘limited oec- 
umenicity' of the Macedonian dynasty (pp. 498-499), on the supposed ‘holy war’ in Byzantium 
and its controversial notion (pp. 499-500), on social life, demography, communication/contacts as 
well as on the image of ‘the other’ in the Byzantine world (pp. 501, 508, 512, 513-14), on vari- 
ous aspects of the Byzantine thematic system (pp. 502-503, 504-505), on aspects of the Empire's 
army and navy (pp. 505-506), on Byzantine prosopography (p. 513) etc. 

However, even a methodological manual as this cannot be free of minor typographical or 
other errors (р. 15 note 1 at end: JOB 31, not 3: p. 26 note 2: τήν, not τῆν; p. 49 note 2: 
ἀμφισβητεῖται instead of ἀμφιβάλλεται; p. 49 line 7: πέθαναν for πέθανε; p. 52 par. 2 line 4 and 
par. 3 line 5: Βασιλείου A’ for Βσιλείου Α΄ and αὐτοκράτορος for αὐτκράτορος; p. 54 note 2: 
The/Europe for the/Europa - and their cultural, not and his cultural: p. 61 note 2: Božilov for 
Bozilov: p. 66 note 4: Thugur for Tugur; p. 151 par. 2 line 3: 1057-1079, not 1057-1059; and p. 
266 note 1: Μυριόβιβλος, not Βιβλιόφιλος). Moreover, it is interesting to note that on p. 53 note 2 
CHRISTOPHILOPOULOU employs the erratic term μωαμεθανοῦ (instead of the correct 
μουσουλμάνου), although she has generally avoided using it throughout the successful treatment 
of Byzantine-Moslem relations in her work (cf. SAVVIDES, Inal Or. & Afr. Stud. III-IV, 85; on the 
unfortunate term *Mohammedan/Muhammadan' and its derivatives see ibid., 82-83). 

All in all and despite the above minor corrections, this is a work of major importance and it 
is sincerely hoped that a companion English translation will soon render it more accessible to 
Byzantinists and other medievalists whose command of the Greek language is still wanting. 


Alexis G. C. Savvides (Athens) 


1 Hans DITTEN | Ethnische Verschiebungen zwischen der Balkanhalbinsel 
und Kleinasien vom Ende des 6. bis zur zweiten Halfte des 9. Jahrhunderts 


(= Berliner Byzantinistische Arbeiten, 59) Berlin: Akademie Verlag 1993, 438 S. 


The study of the ethnic composition of Byzantium's population was an attractive occupation for 
the scholar research till now since the very beginning of Byzantine studies. It has remained an 
interesting field for interdisciplinary discussions till now and even has acquired actuality due to 
recent developments that make retrospective approaches a necessary instrument for analysing tem- 
porary political situations.’ In this sense every effective analysis and global investigation dealing 


! Similar problems, even if not directly, related with demographic questions, are dealt with in the 
papers of the last (XIX) International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Byzantium. Identity, Image, 
414 Influence, Copenhagen, 18-24 August 1996, Major Papers, ed. K. FLEpELIUs, Copenhagen 1996. 


with determining changes in the European past does not only provide historical information and 
improve our knowledge of certain periods, but moreover it deserves an appreciation as a comple- 
mentary material for our understanding of the political actuality. 

Concerning the movements of population between the Balkans and Asia Minor all relevant 
material and every source information is thoroughly examined in DrrrEN's book through a twofold 
approach: flight movements and compulsive population transfers. After an extensive introduction, 
giving the guidelines of the research (12-44), in the first chapter (45-122) the presentation is organ- 
ised under two topics: flights within the Byzantine state due to external threats and enemies’ inva- 
sions in the Byzantine territories (45-65) and flights towards Byzantium of various external groups 
(66-122). In the second part the reasons for the flight are classified and indicated in the relevant 
sub-titles and we recognise that the movements were mainly motivated by religious oppression or 
by misuse of power by the ruling classes that obliged some groups to escape from neighbour states 
and enter the Byzantine territory. In many interesting concrete cases we learn about the flight of 
Muslim soldiers from Egypt or about the flight of Persian Khurramits. Equally interesting is the 
discussion about the flights from the Caliphate and flights of Armenians. The investigation is not 
only organised on the basis of ethnic and religious groups, but it follows a geographical classifica- 
tion as well and is mainly divided between the Balkans and Asia Minor, as for example the order 
of the materials in the sub-parts of the first chapter indicates. 

In the second chapter dealing with the compulsory population transfers (123-360), we have an 
extensive presentation and investigation of all concrete cases we are confronted with during this 
period. The material is again successfully divided upon the same principle, namely firstly transfers 
of foreigners and secondly transfers of the state's populations. Chronological and geographic order 
is constantly followed in this chapter too, and the exhaustive presentation of all source information 
and other relevant material help to acquire a deeper, more thorough and solid insight in many prob- 
lems. 

It is a special merit of this book that it collects and scrutinises all information available in 
every kind of sources in all languages; moreover, the author is capable of matching the written 
sources with the evidence provided by archaeological research, numismatic investigation, inscrip- 
tions etc. 

Further, helpful instruments given in the indices (i. e. full index of geographic, national and 
personal names as well as an extensive list of all relevant sources and the secondary literature used 
by the author) make the book worth reading. In addition to this practical advantage, the high schol- 
arly quality makes this study an inevitable guide for every future discussion of problems concern- 
ing population and demographic policies during the middle Byzantine ages. 

No need to stress that in the period discussed here Byzantium was undergoing a radical change 
caused by territorial looses mainly as an impact of the Arab invasions. Moreover, a demographic 
change is manifested during the same time as a result of various factors, i. e. diseases, natural dis- 
asters, incursions and installations of foreign national groups etc. In this context, the Slavic inva- 
sions are above all well known and are fervently discussed. All these together made people fluctu- 
ation a specific and determinant feature of this period. If the Slav invasions damaged the Balkan 
regions and caused flights to Asia Minor, the loss of the Eastern provinces to the Arabs raised a 
similar wave flowing to the same region. The picture is completed with the imperial policy that 
used population transfers as a means to cope with external threats and to strengthen the local 
national population potential That this policy was mainly motivated by military and religious 
thoughts is quite obvious in most cases. In this study additional aspects such as taxation or eco- 
nomic and financial impact are equally stressed and the reader is also made familiar with long term 
results of this policy, especially in the fields of particular interest for the modern research such as 
development of the cities and urbanisation, changes in the agricultural domain etc. 


Especially concerning the actual research dealing with the Slav settlements in the Balkan cf. the recent 
volume: Die Kultur Griechenlands im Mittelalter und Neuzeit (Abhandlungen der Akademie der 
Wissenschaften in Góttingen), edd. R. LAUER - P. SCHREINER, Góttingen 1996. 
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The guidelines described in the introductory remarks that are followed throughout the study 
allow to reach interesting results that are summarised at the cloture of each chapter and in a gen- 
eral presentation at the end of the book (pp. 361ff.). 

After the great Justinianic expansion the state suffered heavy territorial looses in the course of 
next century. They were mainly the results of invasions into the Balkan and the Eastern provinces. 
The human and military potential was dramatically reduced also due to other factors, such as the 
pest. All these together obliged Byzantium, already from the beginning of the seventh century, to 
be concentrated in an essential territorial nucleus, including mainly, with some temporary excep- 
tions, its capital, Contantinople, the Thrakian territory, the coastal regions of the Black Sea, the 
Ionian and the Aegean, as well as the Aegean islands (cf. 11f. and passim). In a sense, the efforts 
to consolidate the religious and national unity of the Empire's population could be seen as a reac- 
tion to this reality. Changing demography and transferring population was one of the main means 
to reach this goal. DITTEN'S book helps us to get a deep insight in every step of this policy and its 
success or failure respectively. 

H. DITTEN'S book is not important only for historians, Byzantinists and Slavists, but it could 
be profitable for politicians and statesmen as well. Orientalists can profit from it; it meets also the 
interests of those investigating Armenian history and in short it is essential for every one dealing 
with the history between the seventh and the ninth century A. D. 

The author enriched the research with every study he published during his life, giving new 
impulses to the scholar community through his abundant knowledge and his untiring devotion to 
scholar investigation. In this volume we can price unfortunately only the last fruits of his know- 
ledge published shortly before his death. 


Dimitrios G. Letsios (Frankfurt/Main) 


François BREDENKAMP | The Byzantine Empire of Thessalonike, 1224-1242 
Thessalonike: Municipality of Thessalonike - History Centre 1996, pp. 295, 2 maps 


The capture of Byzantium's second city, the Greek Macedonian capital of Thessalonike, by the 
forces of the ruler of the autonomous Epeirot state (still termed, albeit erratically, as „despotate“), 
Theodore Angelus Comnenus Ducas (c. 1215-1230), in 1224, as well as the overthrow of the Latin 
kingdom of Thessalonike, which had emerged following the Fourth Crusade of 1204, in the years 
1207-1224, „provided Theodoros and the western Greeks with a capital city in which their Empire 
could be established“ (p. 11) and gave rise to an important ‘Territorialstaat’ of the area (on this term 
see J. HOFFMANN, Rudimente von Territorialstaaten im byzantinische Reich, 1071-1210, Munich 
1974, passim), which lasted until 1246, when the Nicene emperor John III Ducas Batatzes (1222- 
1254) annexed it to his Balkan possessions (in fact the present book under review ends up in A.D. 
1242, when the Byzantine Empire of Thessalonike had „гап out of political viability": p. 11). 

The Municipality of Thessalonike („Cultural Capital of Europe“ for the year 1997) is to be 
congratulated on its apt decision, in 1991, to include F. BREDENKAMP'S doctoral thesis in its publi- 
cations, for the latter work constitutes an indispensable tool of research for the scholar who deals 
with the tumultous early decades of the 13th century in the post- 1204 period -particularly regard- 
ing its parts dealing with the Empire's political theory during the reigns of its rulers Theodore 
Angelus Comnenus Ducas (c. 1215 and from 1224 in Thessalonike - 1230), his brother Manuel 
Angelus Comnenus Ducas (1230-1237) and the latter's son, John Angelus Comnenus Ducas (1237- 
1242). 

The study under review was submitted (1983) to Rand Afrikaans University, Johannesburg 
(South Africa), ín the Department of Greek and Latin Studies, as a D. Litt. and Phil. thesis under 


the supervision of Professor Benjamin HENDRICKX, a well-known Byzantinist and medievalist, the 
present chairman of the Department, co-editor of the annual journal Ekklesiastikos Pharos (new 
series, Johannesburg-Alexandria) and vice-chairman of the South African Association of Patristic 
and Byzantine Studies. The author, himself an active member of the above Association, is a dis- 
tinguished South African historian and Byzantinist with a good command of Byzantine and mod- 
ern Greek (several modern Greek publications are cited and utilised in his publications as well as 
in this thesis). Dr. BREDENKAMP also holds an M. A. degree on the political theory of the Greek 
Church Fathers (also obtained from Rand Afrikaans University) and has held various research and 
teaching posts in South Africa - among others he has been lecturer in Classics in the University of 
South Africa (UNISA), Pretoria - while at present he is research director at Technikon North West. 
He has moreover made several study trips in Great Britain, France and Greece (Athens, 
Thessalonike and Mount Athos). A deputy-director of the Institute for Afro-Hellenic Studies, 
Johannesburg, Dr. BREDENKAMP (whose main academic interests include Byzantine history and 
historiography of the 12th- 14th centuries, ancient and modern political theory, research methodo- 
logy and the works of Marcus Aurelius) has contributed to the academic development of this 
important institution, run and coordinated by B. HENDRICKX. 

The book under review encapsulates the author's interest in the Byzantine Empire of 
Thessalonike, an interest previously expounded in a series of scholarly articles, such as Georgios 
Akropolites and the Empire of Thessalonike under Theodoros Doukas, 1224-1230, Ekklesiastikos 
Pharos 66-67 (1984-1985), 95-107 (7 here appendix I, pp. 280-292), The development of an impe- 
rial political constitution for the Empire of Thessalonike under Theodoros Doukas, Ekkles. Pharos 
65 (1983), 75-129 (= here chapter IV of part one, pp. 153-190) and Sources for the history of the 
Byzantine Empire of Thessalonike, 1224-1242, and the status quaestionis of its historiography, 
Apollonia 1983 (publ. 1984), 27-55 (= here chapter I of the introduction, pp. 38-56). The impor- 
tance of this ‘state’ within the framework of medieval Greek history is well established here and I 
believe that Dr. BREDENKAMP definitively demonstrates that the historical developments of the 
Thessalonikan Empire merit special attention - such is also the case with the semi-autonomous 
‘state’ of Thessaly, with a considerably longer duration from c. 1213/1222 to 1454/1470, as the 
present reviewer has recently tried to demonstrate in a seminarial lecture at Rand Afrikaans Uni- 
versity on 20 August 1997 (forthcoming in Südost-Forschungen of the Südost-Institut, Munich). 

The three main parts of the thesis (The imperial rule of Theodoros Doukas / The Empire of 
Thessalonike under Manuel Doukas, 1230-1237 / The Empire of Thessalonike under Ioannes 
Doukas, 1237-1242) are divided into eight chapters, soundly written and meticulously document- 
ed. An abbreviated bibliography at the beginning (pp. 13-37) is preceded by a ‘summary’ (in fact 
a ‘preface’) on pp. 11-12. The considerable time span, however, between the submission of the 
work (1983) and its definitive publication (1996) has inevitably left its mark on the width of the 
bibliography; the latter should have included certain modern works of primary importance and 
direct bearing on the present book's topic, like (to mention only independent publications) Donald 
NIcoL’s The Despotate of Epiros, 1267-1479. A contribution to the history of Greece in the Middle 
Ages (Cambridge U.P. 1984 and in mod. Greek trans., Athens 1991), containing a lucid introduc- 
tion on the period 1204-1267 and recent research developments on it; Alkmene STAVRIDOU- 
ZAPHRAKA's Νίκαια καί Ἤπειρος τόν 130 αἰώνα. Ἰδεολογική ἀντιπαράθεση στήν προπάθειά τους 
γιά ἀνάκτηση τῆς Αὐτοκρατορίας (Thessalonike: Vanias eds. 1990 and repr. 1991) contains a most 
useful chapter on the state of Epeirus and the Empire of Thessalonike (pp. 60-88), moreover util- 
ising the typed version of BREDENKAMP’S 1983 dissertation as well as the latter's article in Ekkles. 
Pharos 65 (another reference to this typed version in A. SAVVIDES, Μελέτες Ρυζαντινῆς ἱστορίας 
11ου - 1300 αἰ, 2nd ed., Athens 1995: Kardamitsa eds., p. 135 n. 276); of importance is also Cos- 
mas LAMPROPOULOS' Ioannina University Ph.D. thesis entitled Ἰωάννης Απόκαυκος. Συμβολή στήν 
ἔρευνα τοῦ βίου καί τοῦ συγγραφικοῦ ἔργου του (Athens: Basilopoulos eds. 1988), though Apo- 
caucéan contributions have been progressing by leaps and bounds in recent years; one could also 
benefit from the relevant sections of the popularised monograph by N.G. ZIANGOS Φεουδαρχική 
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Ἤπειρος καί Δεσποτάτο τῆς Ἑλλάδας (sic). Συμβολή στό Νέο Ἑλληνισμό (Athens 1974) (see also 
D. NICOL’s s pertinent chapter in the recent collective Ἤπειρος: 4000 χρόνια ἑλληνικῆς ἱστορίας 
καί πολιτισμοῦ, Athens: Ekdotike Athenon 1997). 

Dr. BREDENKAMP justifiably cites Antonios MELIARAKES' almost one hundred years old mono- 
graph on the states of Nicaea and Epeirus (publ. in Athens, 1898), which was recently reissued pho- 
tostatically by two separate publishing houses in Athens in 1994 (!), yet he should perhaps also 
have used Oreste TAFRALI’S well written Thessalonique des origines au quatorziéme siécle (Paris 
1919 and recent mod. Greek trans., Athens: Trochalia eds. 1994), containing two important chap- 
ters on the Latin kingdom of Thessalonike (whose regesta are currently being prepared for edi- 
tion by B. HENDRICKX) and the Byzantine Empire of Thessalonike (see book III, chapters IX and 
X, pp. 139-154 and 155-168 of the Greek trans.). Finally, some minor slips in the bibliographical 
section include the dual citation of VAKALOPOULOS' first volume of his Ἱστορία τοῦ  véov 
Ἑλληνισμοῦ both under BAKALOPOULOS (p. 23) and VAKALOPOULOS (p. 36) (there is also an English 
translation of this volume, publ. in New Jersey in 1970 after the first Greek edition of 1961). 


Alexis G. C. Savvides (Athens) 


Nicolaos NICOLOUDIS | Laonikos Chalkokondyles. A Translation and Commentary of the 
*Demonstrations of Histories" (Books I-IIT) 


Athens: Basilopoulos 1996, 391 S. (7 Historical Monographs, 16) 


Laonikos Chalkokondyles záhlt zu den grofen spátbyzantinischen Geschichtsschreibern, doch 
wirft sein Werk, die ᾽Αποδείξεις ἱστοριῶν, eine Vielzahl von Fragen auf, deren Lösung bereits 
einige Forschergenerationen in Atem gehalten hat. Alle Probleme lassen sich an die zwei 
Hauptfragen knüpfen: was läßt sich zum Leben des Autors sagen und wie ist sein Werk zu verste- 
hen? 

Die Biographie des Laonikos kennt zwei sichere Anhaltspunkte: bald nach 1435 wurde die 
Familie Chalkokondyles aus Athen vertrieben und Laonikos hielt sich als Schüler Plethons 1447 in 
Mistras auf, was von Cyriacus von Ancona bezeugt wird. Das Geburtsdatum wird etwa in das Jahr 
1430 gesetzt, sein Sterbedatum (bis vor kurzem) mit etwa 1490 angenommen. 

Sein Werk zur türkischen Geschichte ist an vielen Stellen unverstándlich, mitunter sogar 
verderbt. i 
Umso gespannter wendet sich der Leser dem vorliegenden Band von Nicolaos NICOLOUDIS 
zu, der nach einem flüchtigen Blick ins Inhaltsverzeichnis reiche Ernte verspricht.! 

Nach den Danksagungen - man vermift übrigens das Institut für Byzantinistik und 
Neograzistik an der Universitat Wien, welches die Druckvorlage für den griechischen Text zur 
Verfügung stellte - wird dem Leser eine Bibliographie zum Autor präsentiert, die Publikationen 
bis in das Jahr 1993 berücksichtigt (S. 17 - 36). Der Leser sucht vergeblich nach einigen ein- 
schlágigen Titeln, vor allem die richtungsweisende Untersuchung von Albert WiFSTRAND ist dem 
Autor entgangen.’ Der Beitrag des schwedischen Forschers ist deswegen von großer Wichtigkeit, 


! Es handelt sich dabei um die überarbeitete Fassung der Dissertation am Londoner King's College, 
welche in den Jahren 1984-1992 entstand (Laonikos Chalkokondyles, Demonstrations of Histories, 
Books 1-Ш. Translation and commentary, 1992; s. ByzSlav 54 [1993] 388). - Wahrend der 
Vorbereitung dieser Rezension erschien ein Bándchen mit einer Auswahl von Übersetzungen aus dem 
Geschichtswerk ins Neugriechische (N. NIKOLOUDIS, Λαονίκου Χαλκοκονδύλη Βυζαντίου ἁλωσις, 
Αποδείξεις ιστοριών 380B [201P] - 403B [214P], Athen 1997). 
2 А. WiFSTRAND, Laonikos Chalkokondyles, der letzte Athener. Ein Vortrag, Lund 1972 (= Scripta 
minora regiae societatis humaniorum litterarum Lundensis 1971-1972, 2). Dieses Werk war dem 
418 Autor auch in seinem neuesten Werk zu Chalkokondyles noch nicht zugänglich (S. Fn. 1, dort S. 46). 


da er in seinem Vortrag aus dem Jahre 1972 die Entstehung des chalkokondylischen Geschichts- 
werkes hinterfragte und zu dem überzeugenden Schluß kam, daß es sich bei der überlieferten Form 
nicht um die Fassung letzter Hand handeln kónne. Aus diesem Grunde liefen sich die vielen 
Wiederholungen und inhaltlichen Ungereimtheiten des Textes erklaren. Auch die oft nur schwer 
durchdringbare Syntax weise in diese Richtung. Wie der Autor der noch heute gültigen Ausgabe, 
J. DARKO, kommt er zum Schluß, daß die Handschrift nach dem Tode des letzten Atheners unfer- 
tig veröffentlicht wurde.’ 

Naturgemäß wird am Beginn Einiges zum Leben des Historikers zusammengetragen. Durch 
die 1992 erschienene Studie Herbert Wurms hätte sich die Diskussion um die Lebenszeit des 
Historikers im Eingangskapitel erheblich straffen lassen.* In der gebotenen Kürze soll auf das 
Datierungsproblem eingegangen werden. Nach MisKoLczi lasse sich eine Stelle im Geschichts- 
werk des Chalkokondyles in das Jahr 1487 datieren.’ Bei genauer Analyse der Stelle kam Herbert 
WURM zu einem anderen Ergebnis. Laonikos schreibt, daf Matthias Corvinus 1458 an die Macht 
gekommen und gegen Kaiser Albert in den Krieg gezogen sei (Anm.: Chalkokondyles meint mit 
Albertos Friedrich III.) Diese Ereignis ραβί sehr gut in das Jahr 1459 (und nicht 1487): Friedrich 
ΠΙ. wurde in diesem Jahr von der Matthias feindlich gesinnten Partei unter Führung des Ladislaus 
Gorai zum Kónig von Ungarn ausgerufen, Matthias Corvinus konnte die Krónung Friedrichs in 
Stuhlweißenburg jedoch verhindern. Damit wird dem späten Todesdatum des spátbyzantinischen 
Historikers zumindest aufgrund seines Geschichtswerkes jegliche Grundlage entzogen. 

Dieses etwa 20 Jahre früher gesetzte Todesdatum wird auch durch den handschriftlichen 
Uberlieferungsstand gestützt, da die älteste Handschrift, der Parisinus graecus 1780 aus den späten 
- 60er Jahren des 15. Jh. stammt. Diese Handschrift ist zwar kein Autograph von Laonikos, doch 
dürfte sie nahe an der Lebenszeit des Autors liegen und darf demgemäß als der bedeutendste Uber- 
lieferungstráger gelten. Darko zählte sie zu den unwichtigsten Textzeugen für das 
Geschichtswerk. Wichtig ist auch die Münchener Handschrift Monac. gr. 307a, welche um 1500 
in Venedig entstanden ist und als Vorlage für eine Fülle von Handschriften in den 40er Jahren des 
16. Jahrhunderts diente." Bekannt sind mittlerweile insgesamt 32 Handschriften - DARKO entging 
eine Handschrift an der Münchener Universitätsbibliothek (München UB 2? Cod. ms. 357) sowie 
eine Handschrift aus Samos, welche allerdings als verschollen gelten darf. Vergleicht man die 
Stemmata von DARKO und WURM, so erkennt man massive Veränderungen. DARKOS wichtigster 
Zeuge, der Vat. Pal. 266, ist eine für die Textkonstituierung wertlose Handschrift (40er Jahre des 
16. Jahrhunderts). 

Durch das Vordringen der Türken nach Europa (1521 Einnahme von Beograd, 1526 Schlacht 
bei Mohácz) wurde das Werk des Chalkokondyles zu einer Quelle ersten Ranges. Dies schlagt sich 
in einer reichen Ubersetzungstatigkeit seines Geschichtswerkes nieder. 


* J. DARKO, Zum Leben des Laonikos Chalkokondyles, Byz. Ztschr. 4 (1923-1924) 29-39, 35, 38f. 
- Eine Neuausgabe ist seit 1976 im Rahmen des Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae angekündigt 
(s. Jahrb. d. österr. Byz. 25 [1976] 350; ab Jahrb. d. österr.Byz. 38 [1988] 520, Text und Übersetzung 
von H. WURM). 

^ H. WurM - E. GAMILLSCHEG, Bemerkungen zu Laonikos Chalkokondyles. I. Zum terminus post 
quem für das Todesdatum des Laonikos Chalkokondyles, Jahrb. d. österr.Byz 42 (1992) 213 - 219. Die 
bisherige Forschungslage ist dort erschópfend abgehandelt, darum wird nicht auf jede Meinung im 
einzelnen eingegangen. NICOLOUDIS erwahnt diesen Artikel in seinem jüngst erschienenen Werk (s. 
FN. 1), geht darauf aber nicht ein. 

5 G. Міѕкоісл, Adatok Laonikos Chalkondyles éktrajzához (Daten zur Biographie des L. Chalkon- 
dyles [nach J. DARKÓ]), Történeti szemle 2 (1913) 198-214. 

° H. WURM - E. GAMILLSCHEG, Bemerkungen u Laonikos Chalkokondyles. П. Der Par. gr. 1780 
und die Geschichtswerkes, Jahrb. d. österr. Byz. 42 (1992) 217-219. GAMILLSCHEG datiert die 
Handschrift in das 3. Viertel des 15. Jahrhunderts. 


7 Н. Wurm, Der Codex Monacensis Gr. 307a, Jahrb. d. österr. Byz. 44 (1994) 455 - 462. 
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NICOLOUDIS erwähnt zwar die ersten lateinischen Übersetzungen des Geschichtswerkes, doch 
verschweigt er die erste griechische Ausgabe von Genf im Jahre 1615 (S. 84 ff.). 

Natürlich nimmt Chalkokondyles Anleihen bei antiken Autoren, stilistisch lehnt er sich stark 
an Herodot und Thukydides an, eine eingehende Studie ist allerdings noch ausstándig (abgesehen 
уоп Е. RÔDEL) Der Versuch, die enge Beziehung zu Thudydides aufgrund der häufigen 
Verwendung von £ anstelle von o herzustellen, scheint nicht ganz geglückt zu sein.” 

Nach diesen Bemerkungen zur Einleitung sollen nun einige Betrachtungen zur Übersetzung 
und zum Kommentar vorgebracht werden. 

S. 115 (=I 22,9-12 DARKO) Σουλαιμάνης μὲν οὖν ὁ Ὀρχάνεω τὴν βασιλείαν παραλαβὼν 
τοῖς τε Ἕλλησιν ἐπιὼν ἐπολέμει αὐτίκα, καὶ ἀνδράποδα ἀπὸ τῆς ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίαν Ἑλλήνων 
χώρας ὡς πλεῖστα ἀγόμενος ...: Nicht “Sulayman assumed power and immediately went to war 
with the Hellenes. He took many prisoners from the land of the Hellenes to Asia" sondern 
“Sulayman, the son of Orchanes, assumed power and... He took as many as possible prisoners". 

$. 115 (=122,15f.) ἡ Εὐρώπη ... εὐχερὴς χειρώσασθαι ὑπὸ Σουλαιμάνεω βασιλέως: Nicht 
“how easily it (= Europe) could be brought under his dominion” sondern “how easily it could be 
brought under the dominion of Sulayman”. 

S. 125 (= I 29,12-14) λέγεται δὲ γενέσθαι τούτῳ τῷ βασιλεῖ ἄνδρα ἐπὶ στρατηγίας 
ἐπισημότατόν τε καὶ ἐξηγεῖσθαι δεινότατον ἐπὶ πὀλεμόν τε καὶ ἐπιδρομάς: “It is said that this 
King <Sulayman> was a very good general and a most capable leader in war and in raids”, ist bess- 
er mit “It is said, that he <Sulayman> had a man with great experiences in strategics and that this 
man was a very capable leader in war and raids" zu übersetzen. 

Gleich im Anschluß verkompliziert der Übersetzer den Ablauf (νοσήσαντος δὲ Σουλαιμάνεω 
καὶ ἐπὶ ᾿Ασίαν ἐπειγομένου τὴν νόσον oi χαλεπωτέραν γενομένην ἀπενέγκαι ἐκ τοῦ βίου 
αὐτόν): “Sulayman fell ill and died. He was hurried back to Asia but his illness worsened.” Naher 
am Original: “Sulayman fell ill and wanted to return back to Asia, but the illness worsened and he 
left his life.” 

$. 179 (= 1 53,1-4): Es gibt keinen Grund αὐτίκα unübersetzt zu lassen: “When Murad was 
killed by one of the Triballi the officers present in his quarters made Bayazid, his younger son, 
[instantly] the new king.” 

Zu S. 183 (= I 56,21-23) τάχιστα ᾿Ανδρόνικον σὺν τῷ παιδὶ αὐτοῦ ελαύνοντα ἐπὶ σφᾶς, 
ἐσῆλθόν τε ἐς τὴν τῆς Χρυσέας οὕτω καλουμένην ἀκρόπολιν: Johannes und sein Sohn Manuel 
ziehen sich vor dem Angriff des Andronikos in die Zitadelle beim Goldenen Tor zurück. Es muß 
also anstelle von “[As soon as John and his son Manuel heard that] Andronikos and his son were 
marching against them they retired to the Golden Gate, as it was called" “... they retired to the so- 
called acropolis of the Golden Gate" heifen.'° Außerdem läßt N. τάχιστα unübersetzt. 

S. 187 (1 59,5-7) τοῦτον δὲ τὸν Σκενδέρεα, ὡς ἀπήχθετο τῇ ἑαυτοῦ γυναικί, συλλαβοῦσα 
αὐτὸν σὺν τῷ παιδὶ διαχρήσασθαι καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν κατέχειν: М. überträgt die Passage mit 
"Iskender was hateed by his wife. She arrested him and took and kept power with her son." Der 
Sinn ist aber ein wenig anders: “Als er sich mit seiner Frau zerstritten hatte, nahm sie ihn mit Hilfe 
des Sohnes fest, um ihn zu töten und sich der Herrschaft zu bemächtigen”.! 

S. 259: Im Kommentar wäre auch H. Wurm, Die Übergabe Phanarions/Argolis durch den 
Despoten Theodoros I. an die Johanniter im August 1401, Jahrb. d. österr. Byz. 39 (1989) 201 - 
208 zu zitieren gewesen. 


Š Е RÔDEL, Zur Sprache des Laonikos Chalkokondyles und des Kritobulos von Imbros. Programm 


des Kónigl. humanistischen Gymnasiums Ingolstadt 1904/05, München 1905. 
? 1. Buch des Geschichtswerkes: 46 Stellen mit ovv- stehen gegen 14 Stellen mit Evv-. 


10 Ар der Mitte des 14. Jahrhunderts spielte das zu einer Zitadelle ausgebaute Tor eine wichtige 
Rolle. Man vermißt den Verweis auf W. MULLER-WIENER, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls, 
Tübingen 1977, 297. 

П διαχράμαι schon bei Herodot I. 14, 110 mit der Bedeutung “destroy, kill" (S. LSJ). 


Soweit verstreute Kleinigkeiten zur Übersetzung, die aber eine Grundtendenz anzeigen, näm- 
lich die an manchen Stellen zu vereinfachende Wiedergabe. 

Abschließend ist noch die schlechte Präsentation des griechischen Textes zu bekritteln; zum 
einen läßt der Übersetzer die Seitenzahlen der Darkoschen Vorlage weg und setzt die Seiten neu 
zusammen, zum anderen ist der abgelichtete Text oft nur schwer zu entziffern (z.B. S. 190). Die 
nicht getilgten Unterstreichungen der Vorlage dürften beim Benützer Erstaunen und Ratlosigkeit 
hervorrufen. 

Die Untersuchung und Beurteilung eines Textes kann - Chalkokondyles zeigt dies in krasser 
Weise - nur vom Original, d.h. unter genauen Studium der textlichen Grundlage in Angriff genom- 
men werden. Die Erforschung des spätbyzantinischen Historikers ist weiter, als es die Arbeit von 
NIKOLOUDIS vermuten ließe. Es bleibt zu hoffen, daß N. auch die restlichen Bücher des Laonikos 
Chalkokondyles in Übersetzung folgen läßt. 


Michael Grünbart (Wien) 


Maja BAJRAMOVA (ed.) | Starobálgarski tekstove. Chrestomatija za universitetite 
Sofia: Grafik 1995, 184 pp. (Biblioteka “Sveti Naum”, no.1) 


The anthology contains Old Church Slavonic and Church Slavonic texts selected from manuscripts 
dating from the 10th-14th centuries. It is prefaced with a concise characterization of the works 
adduced and a description of the contents and purpose of the chrestomathy. The extracts, ranging 
from about | to 2 printed pages, are grouped according to their subject. 

The first group consists. of texts drawn from the Holy Scriptures, beginning with the Codices 
Assemanianus, Zographensis (inclusive of its younger part), Marianus and Savvina kniga. There 
follow lessons extracted from the Enina Apostle as well as from the newly discovered part of the 
Euchologium Sinaiticum. The first section ends with the Psalterium Sinaiticum (inclusive of 
extracts from its newly discovered part) and Psalterium Dimitrii - a psalter waiting so far for its 
critical edition (see I. TARNANIDIS, The Slavonic Manuscripts Discovered in 1975 at St. Catherine 5 
Monastery on Mount Sinai, Thessaloniki 1988, p. 91Η). The second group contains extracts from 
the old Slavonic Lives of Constantine - Cyril and Methodius along with other texts in their honour 
selected from younger, mostly Middle Bulgarian, manuscripts. In the third section are to be found 
original works written by Slavonic authors, e.g . слово NOXRAALNO съпьсамо климентомь еписк. 
оүпомь Νὰ ΠάΛΑΤΗ BAAKENAETO пророка saxagHk и o родьстЕВ HOANA кръстител+ (p. 
110), as well as translations, e.g. WECTOALNHIE СЪПЬСАНО HOANOMb презкутеромь EKCAPXOMb 
OTA CRATAKTO EACHAHIA H HOANA H секомана и APHCTOTEAL философа и ΗΝΈΧ3 AKOKE самъ 
CREBAËTEARCTEOYETS EZ ΠΡΟΛΟΒΈ (p. 141). The fourth one is composed of extracts from Old 
Slavonic liturgical, homiletic and hagiographic books dating from the 11th century: 12 prayers 
from the Euchologium Sinaiticum along with homilies extracted from the Codices Clozianus and 
Suprasliensis. The anthology ends with a table of abbreviations and a list of the pertinent editions, 
supplied with a survey of basic literature. It is provided with photographs of several Glagolitic and 
Cyrillic manuscripts. 

The extracts are printed in Cyrillic, the Glagolitic texts being transcribed with original punc- 
tuation. Transcribing from the Glagolitic alphabet, the editors use A for € and A for 3€. All the 
texts are presented without any textual or linguistic comments as well as without original haplo- 
graphies and scribal errors. In non-biblical texts the editors indicate biblical quotations (e.g. 1 Rg 
17). In younger manuscripts abounding with superscript signs they have decided in favour of full 
specification and, to a certain degree, normalization, which makes the reading easier, but does not 
help the students to form a precise idea of Church Slavonic handwritten texts (e.g. the monk 
Chrabr's treatise, p. 105). Typographic errors are scarce and of little importance (e.g. Глаааше 421 
instead of raaaue p. 42; L 13,6). 
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The choice of the extracts is very convenient, the editors having managed to select more or 
less coherent stories and, at the same time, to reveal all the manifold genres of medieval Slavonic 
literature as well as the rich variety of its themes. The only trouble consists in the fact that the 
chrestomathy confines itself to texts of Bulgaro-Macedonian provenance, leaving aside other 
Church Slavonic writings from Russia, Serbia, Croatia or, as the case may be, Moravia and 
Bohemia (esp. the Kiev Folia). Only if placed in such a broader context, the greatness and richness 
of medieval Slavonic literature would stand out in a proper way. 


Petra Fetková (Prague) 


Anthony CUTLER ~ Jean-Michel SPIESER | Byzance médiévale 700-1204 


Paris: Gallimard 1996 (L’ Univers des formes) 445 pp., 314 illustrations et plans 


La nouvelle publication somptueusement équippée, parue dans l'édition l' Univers des formes com- 
plète la lacune qui y éxistait depuis trente ans car l’ intérêt porté vers ce domaine de l'art s’est arreté 
en 1966 avec L'áge d'or de Justinien par André GRABAR. 

MM. Anthony CUTLER et Jean-Michel SPIESER contribuent à cette prestigieuse édition par un 
manuel original et moderne sur l'art mézobyzantin qui nous manquait sensiblement jusqu'ici. La 
conception choisie différe de la plupart des manuels existants par une vue d'ensemble approfondie 
sur les aspects principaux de la création artistique à Byzance et par la reconsidération de nom- 
breuses idées regues traditionnelles. Le présent volume est destiné au large public des amateurs cul- 
tivés qui veulent s'instruire de méme qu'aux historiens d'art qui n'étant pas principiellement 
conaisseurs de la civilisation byzantine se trouvent a priori défavorisés dans leurs efforts de saisir 
tous les aspects nécessaires pour une initiation solide dans le domaine des arts décoratifs et de l’ar- 
chitecture de la Byzance médiévale. La civilisation byzantine n'est objectivement compréhensible 
pour l'homme moderne qu'avec beaucoup de difficultés et nécessite une explication complexe des 
spécificités qui entrent en jeu pendant l'étude de ses aspects différents de même qu'une révision 
des points de vue trop simplifés qui se sont introduits dans la conception générale et restent plus 
ou moins valables jusqu'ici. 

En faisant le compte-rendu sur le manuel Byzantine art and architecture de Mme Lyn ΚΟΡΙΕΥ 
(Byzantinoslavica LVII, 1996, 412 ss.), j'ai du avouer le manque de ma compétence en ce qui con- 
cerne le domaine de l'art byzantin, surtout en dehors de la période protobyzantine. Mon instruction 
et mon intérét sont portés vers l' Antiquité tardive et l'art paléochrétien. Il semblerait que la dis- 
tance entre ce domaine et celui de l'art byzantin ne doit pas étre insurmontable, méme si l'on n'a 
pas l'intention de devenir byzantinologue. Pourtant, je me suis toujours heurtée à un manque de 
connaissances considérable qui me génait pendant mes essais de comprendre certains aspects de 
l'art byzantin en autodidacte. Je me suis trés vite rendue compte du fait comment la civilisation 
byzantine est éloignée de la nótre, et combien une expérience d'un homme moderne fondée sur la 
connaissance globale de l'histoire européenne nous trahit et est moins prompte à saisir toutes les 
nuances d'une culture qui repose sur les mémes fondements que la nótre mais dont l'évolution 
suivit sa voie spécifique, en de nombreux points diamétralemnt différente de celle du reste de 
l’Europe médiévale. 

En étudiant les manuels disponibles sur l'art byzantin, je trouvais une instruction plus ou 
moins bonne mais pas des réponses à toutes les questions que je me suis posées ne sachant méme 
pas si mes questions sont tout à fait pertinentes. Je me permets de mentionner ici mes expériences 
et défauts qui sont, bien sür, ennuyants pour mettre en relief la différence essentielle entre la vue 


d'ensemble sur l'évolution de l'art byzantin et celle des détails nécessaires pour sa compréhension 
plus ou moins suffisante que nous fournit le nouveau manuel d'une part et la plupart de ceux qui 
l'ont précédé de l'autre part. 

Sürement, je ne suis pas seule qui désirais un exposé systématique et complet sur l'art byzan- 
tin tel quel est présenté dans le nouveau ouvrage. J'y ai trouvé une explication claire et détaillée de 
la matiére qui fut réponse à certaines de mes questions et je peux jouir de nombreuses suggestions 
éclairant des problémes dont je ne me suis pas rendue suffisamment compte en suivant une per- 
spective simplifiée. 

En ce qui concerne la présentation de l'art byzantin, la plupart des manuels traditionnels sont 
congus dans la perspective plus ou moins descriptive. Méme si l'exposé de chaque étape est intro- 
duit par un арегси historique, il consiste en une description factographique des monuments et oeu- 
vres d'art principaux de chaque période qui se répétent dans chaque ouvrage. Les auteurs préférent 
relever de certains traits au détriment d'une vue d'ensemble d'un monument ou un groupe des 
monuments typiques. Sauf des exceptions, cette présentation ne peut pas être suffisamment intelli- 
gible pour quelqu'un en dehors de cette spécialisation. Elle ne reste que sur la surface et ne permet 
pas de voir les relations intérieures qui définissent l'interdépendance et cohésion des traits spéci- 
fiques pour ce domaine de culture. 

Au contraire, les auteurs de l'ouvrage présent complétent la vision traditionnelle de l'art et de 
la civilisation byzantine en reconsidérant les traits principaux et contribuent à élaborer une nou- 
velle perspective qui rend possible une compréhension approfondie de ce domaine. Leur exposé 
respectif a considérablement changé la vision petrifiée et plate d'une période qui a développé la 
spécificité de cette civilisation et de ses manifestations principales. Etant trés clair et accessible 
pour un large public sans exception, il reléve de l'ensemble des mécanismes sociaux byzantins 
ceux qui contribuent à une explication approfondie. Les auters ne présentent pas leurs idées d'une 
manière cathégorique, ils les suggèrent plutôt par l'intermédiaire des faits historiques mentionnés 
et par une analyse et interprétation complexe des oeuvres d'art mentionnées présentées par des 
reproductions d'une excellente qualité, typique de cette édition. 

La premiére partie de l'ouvrage analyse les principaux aspects de la période essentielle de l'art 
byzantin entre 700 et 1204. L'exposé est divisé en trois chapitres concernant respectivement l'i- 
conoclasme, le retour à la tradition des images qui se développa avec une nouvelle force pendant 
le régne de la dynastie macédoine et aboutissant dans une richesse presque superflue de ses mani- 
festations à certaines tendences nouvelles qui ne se détachent pas pourtant du cadre traditionnel de 
l'art byzantin. 

La deuxiéme partie représente plutót un appendix sur l'art géorgien (par Nicole THIERRY) et 
arménien (par Jean-Michel THIERRY) en période respective. 


La premiére partie représente la contribution principale apportée par cet ouvrage. 

Dans une introduction, les auteurs signalent les traits spécifiques d'un art dont les racines 
ressortissent de la tradition antique qui se conservait et transformait en méme temps pendant les 
siécles précédents à l'iconoclasme dans ce qu'on appelle l'art protobyzantin et dont la période de 
Justinien représente le plus grand éclat. Puissant dans l'héritage du passé antique, celle-ci marqua 
la nouvelle situation de la civilisation byzantine et posa ses fondements spécifiques en domaine de 
l'organisation sociale (impériale et ecclésiastique) et marqua un nouvel essort de l'architecture et 
des arts décoratifs. Elle développa le culte d'images dont le pouvoir s'enracina dans le système 
byzantin et devint un support essentiel de la création artistique. 

La période iconoclaste est étudiée en détail est présentée comme une époque qui peut éclair- 
cir de manière privilégiée ce qui était l’art byzantin et поп pas comme un hiatus gênant qui limita 
la production artistique. 

Les exposés théologiques rédigés et soutenus par les représentants de deux parties de la 
querelle iconoclaste laissent pénétrer jusqu'au fond de ces problémes. Pour éclairer ce mouvement, 
les auteurs présent aussi une analyse d'autres faits importants qui entraient en jeu et font connaître 
aussi le fond politique de ces évenements, p. ex. le rétablissement du pouvoir impérial affaibli par 
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rapport à l'influence croissante du clergé, surtout du milieu monachique. 

La restauration de l'autorité impériale profita à son tour aussi des idées théologiques partant 
de l'association symbolique du pouvoir de Dieu avec celui de l'empereur qui fut traduite par cer- 
tains rituels et finalement les représentations figurées y contribuérent considérablement. 

En ce qui concerne les croyances aux capacités surnaturelles des icónes, je pense qu'il faut les 
chercher dans l’irrationalisme antique et son amour du surnaturel qui représente le courant opposé 
de la mentalité romaine avec son objectivisme réaliste du premier plan. Les croyances au pouvoir 
miraculeux des reliques en ressortissent et la mentalité développée ultérieurement en ce sens 
atteignent le niveau de la conviction inébranlable que le pouvoir des icônes реш être ,,cloné“ par 
multiplication de leurs copies. 

L'explication des systémes d'analogies que créa l'esprit byzantin, de leur stratification docu- 
mentée sur les exemples les plus importants, permet d'entrevoir la signification des représentations 
byzantines qui sont tellement éloignées de leur contexte d'origine que leur sens nous échappe en 
principe. 

Les auteurs ont réussi à tracer un tableau suffisamment claire et compréhensible de la multi- 
plicité des facteurs spécifiques inhérents au milieu byzantin. 

En suivant l'exposé claire et logiquement enchainé de deux chapitres suivants, le lecteur peut 
pénétrer dans la culture byzantine du X° et ХІ siècles qui continua à développer sa spécificité dans 
les conditions particulièrement favorables pour l'essor de la création artistique. Grâce aux nom- 
breux emprunts formels à l'art antique, la plupart des auteurs classifient cette époque comme une 
renaissance. A. CUTLER et J. -M. SPIESER s' opposent à cette convention car le caractére de l'art 
byzantin ne correspond pas au sens impliqué par ce terme. On pourrait parler plutót d'une sorte du 
classicisme. Comme pendant certaines périodes de F Antiquité tardive devenue modèle principal 
pour la forme artistique mézobyzantine, il ne s'agit pas d'un mouvement spontanné, promu par les 
individus possédant une grande capacité créatrice. Ce style exprime plutót les exigeances des class- 
es participant au pouvoir qui veulent renouer à la gloire du passé en imitant sans une grande ori- 
ginalité et avec plus ou moins de succés son expression formelle. Π repose sur la continuité de la 
tradition impériale romaine dont les Byzantins se croyaient étre descendants directs. Je me deman- 
de pourtant si la création artistique fut toujours ressentie comme une simple imitation ou une réali- 
sation autonome dépassant la tradition — au moins de la part des commanditaires richissimes et 
influents sinon des artistes respectifs. Pas au sens de l'exclamation fameuse de Justinien, mais 
plutót, il me vient à l'idée le sens de l'esthétique transcendentale expliquée par les auteurs. Dans 
Ia décoration des églises byzantines, celle-ci avait pour but unir la beauté et le sacré, le décor et la 
liturgie en créant un nouveau univers agissant sur les sentiments des fidéles englobés dans une 
atmosphére extraordinaire. De méme la production des manuscrits décorés de merveilleuses 
enluminures fut-elle animée seulement par le désir de limitation fidèle des modèles antiques ou y 
fut-il présent aussi le sentiment d'une émulation (au moins en ce qui est de la catégorie de luxe)? 

Le chapitre suivant intitulé „Vers une rennaissance" indique les tendences nouvelles qui carac- 
térisent l'aboutissement du développement de la forme artistique. La société évoluée dans le climat 
propice diversifiait et cherchait à s'ouvrir vers d'autres horizons. La liberté de la création artistique 
s'épuisa en Basse Antiquité et le cadre idélogique figé du système théocratique imposa à la créa- 
tion artistique byzantine les principes immuables qui la limitaient en certaines périodes mais 
qu'elle n'a pas surpassés. L'époque des Comnénes est caractérisée par un style raffiné spirituel, 
cherchant à traduire des sentiments nouveaux. 

Parmi les notions des changements nouveaux, les auteurs relévent l'organisation des grands 
cycles décoratifs appartenant à cette époque en fonction de la liturgie. Celle-ci avait pour but actu- 
aliser les évenements sacrés, les transmettre au présent immédiat des fidéles pour agir, méme par 
ces moyens, plus intensément sur leurs sentiments. Les explications que les auteurs fournissent à 
ce théme sont, comme d'habitude, d'une grande utilité. Гу ai appris d'avoir eu tort en faisant le 
compte-rendu de l'ouvrage de Lyn RODLEY en ce qui concerne la raison de la représentation dédou- 
blée de Г Anastasis et de la Crucifixion parmi les thèmes figurés dans le naos et le narthex à Hosios 
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j'avais analysé le probléme de la duplicité des motifs sur les sarcophages paléochrétiens (Sbornik 
prací Filozofické fakulty Brnénské univerzity E 39, 1994, 145-158). Malheureusement, je ne me 
suis pas rendue compte que dans le contexte byzantin, la double représentation des motifs religieux 
survient gráce au fait que les deux unités d'un sanctuaires avaient, chacune à son tour, une signifi- 
cation propre correspondant à leur fonction liturgique. 

En abordant le domaine de l'art byzantin, je ressentais un besoin de m'y orienter du point de 
vue de l'évolution stylistique pour échapper à la constatation communément répandue que la forme 
byzantine ne changea guére pendant son évolution. Maintenant, ce sont mes étudiants qui deman- 
dent toujours des indications plus précises pour qu'ils puissent s'approcher du style spécifique de 
chaque époque qui constitue l'histoire d'une culture. Ce n'est pas donc seulement pour ,,affiner 
l'oeil du connaisseur,“ mais pour relever les critères fondamentaux, ou plutôt quelques points de 
repère qui indiquent les finesses stylistiques qui permettent aux adeptes d'une culture complexe 
mais relativement éloignée de s'y orienter de plus prés. Je sais, de ma propre expérience péda- 
gogique que pour les étudiants ce procédé représente une bonne motivation pour vouloir connaitre 
un domaine d'art de plus prés. 

Les auteurs de l'ouvrage discuté ont réussi à débarasser la connaissance correcte de l'art 
byzantin de nombreuses barriéres et gráce aux explications réfléchies et bien placées ont rendu 
cette problématique plus accessible. Je regrette de ne pas avoir la possibilité d'étudier un exposé 
aussi fourni pour l'époque des Paléologues. Гезрёхе qu'il sera l'objet du prochain volume et que 
celui-ci ne va pas trop tarder. 

Je pense que l'ouvrage actuel que les auteurs mirent à notre disposition ouvre une nouvelle 
conception dans la présentation de la civilisation byzantine et qu'il deviendra paradigmatique en 
bon sens du mot. Le domaine de l'art byzantin n'a pas trop de chance d'étre comprise sans un com- 
mentaire qui apporte une explication systématique et suffisamment approfondie de tous les faits 
nécessaires inhérents de sa spécificité. 


Marie Pardyová (Brno) 


Oleg TARASOV | Икона и благочестие. Очерки иконного дела в импера- 
торской России 


Moskva: Progress-Kul'tura - Tradicija 1995, XVII + 495 pp., 215 black-and-white photographs 
within the text, 63 colour plates 


The monograph under review is, for today, the only fundamental study of the later Russian icon- 
painting, which for a long time was not an object of profound research. A marginal art far beyond 
the temporal limits of Old Russian culture, and at the same time clinging to the iconographic and, 
in part, formal tradition, it was of interest only to experts who focused their research on the scanty 
survivals of icon-painting, regarded as a sheer craft, and the lubok Russian folk prints - and such 
experts have always been very small in number. 

We owe this abnormal trestment of vast fields of the Russian national cultural heritage to V. 
N. LAZAREV and М. V. ALPATOV, the founding fathers of schools recently dominant in research on 
Russian icon-painting, who were never tackling periods later than the turn of the 16th century, and 
dropped only occasional vague remarks on the 16th-17th century art. As to icon-painting of the 
18th and 19th centuries, to take it up meant to show oneself as an indiscriminate researcher a mere 
twenty years ago. Indicatively, the later icons were the first to leave the country when national col- 
lections were sold off, so Russian 17th-19th century icons make up 90 percent of almost all major 
government, municipal and private collections abroad. 

The last few yeats spectacularly changed opinions of the later Russian icons, which largely 
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owe their newly found popularity to museums. The Russian Museum in Leningrad arranged a big 
exhibition of 17th and 18th century Russian art from its own depositories, the Tretjakov Gallery 
and the Andrej Rublev Museum in 1977 - 105 exhibits, judging by the catalog. Thirteen years later, 
the Hermitage Museum exhibited 242 later Russian icons - all inscribed, signed and dated. This 
latter exhibition was a great public success. Twenty odd smaller shows soon followed all over 
Russia - in Moscow, St. Petersburg, Archangel, Vologda, Jekaterinburg, Irkutsk and elsewhere - 
and abroad, in Germany's Recklinghausen and Frankfort-on-Main, in Palma de Mallorca and 
Venice. The number of publications on this theme was skyrocketing, largely thanks to V. D. 
Кокол, E. K. Guseva, M. M. KRASILIN, N. KAZARINOVA, М. С. VELIZANIN, T. A. KRJUCKOV, 
О. A. POLIAKOV, I. V. JARYGINA and Oleg TARASOV's other forerunners. 

The fundamental scope of TARASOV’s monograph distinguishes it from all preceding publica- 
tions on the later icon-painting, analysing all its essential features. I don't think the author omits 
any noteworthy aspect of its emergence, subsequent development and interpretation in his com- 
prehensive presentation of religious life in the Synodal period of the Russian Orthodox Church - 
an unique time when sacred art reflected a peculiar combination of true piety and superstition, sub- 
lime artistry and superfluous craftsnranship, theological profundity and stiff-necked dogmaticism; 
when factories which were mass-producing sacred images by the million worked side-by-side with 
underground workshops which forged medieval icons, and government-backed icon-painting flou- 
rished alongside the austere art of woodland hermitages in the northern Vyg and Kerzenec. This 
comprehensive treatment of his theme accounted for TARASOV's success in a subtle synthesis of 
earlier research achievements and daring pioneer formulas of new trends in icon-painting studies. 

Russian religious life was inconceivable without icons. Cathedrals and Old Believers' chapels 
possessed collections of many thousands, while rural and urban households made do with one to 
half a dozen - but sacred images were to be found under every roof. Under this "burden of num- 
ber", as the author figuratively puts it, the icon could not be a neutral attribute of faith. On the con- 
trary, it formed or deformed the public mentality, as the case might be. The Russian piety crossed 
the limits of personal habit and formal social custom to be part and parcel of everyday life, of lit- 
erature and the arts, and permeate the entire public mentality. The Church schism of the 17th cen- 
tury, which took root in clerical clashes over rituals, eventually split the nation and its spiritual life 
to undermine the Russian statehood - developments to which the powers-that-be understandably 
responded with embittered attacks at Old Believers, which started with blood-curdling reprisals 
against Archpriest Avvakum and his followers, and went on in the form of coercive closing of 
churches in St. Petersburg, Moscow and throughout the country, and stopped only with the first 
Russian revolution of 1905. The Synodal and the many trends of Old Believer churches firmly 
opposed each other and engaged in aggressive polemics. This confrontation determined not only 
the multiform grassroot piety but the evolution of icon-painting of the Russian Empire in its 
extreme entanglement of trends, which duly arouses researchers’ tremendous interest. As you read 
TARASOV's book, you get a spontaneous feeling of Russian spirituality, with its blend of awe in the 
face of the Lord and respect of secular and ecclesiastical authorities. This inimitable blend makes 
itself felt even in the present-day insignia and pageantry, arranged by the Church and the State 
together. 

The metier is reflected in the structure of the book, with its three parts. Chapter 1, “The Icon 
and the World”, studies icon worship-piety per se; Chapter 2, “The History of a Craft", icon paint- 
ing and dissemination; and Chapter 3, “The Icon and Folk Culture", analyses the art form, pro- 
blems of iconography and iconology, and the transformation of the iconic imagery in the lubok, 
secularized religious painting, and avantgarde art. The author's basic idea permeates the entire 
book as he proves that the entire later Russian icon-painting was developing at the folk, grassroot 
level. Concentrated in urban settlements, monasteries and the Royal and Patriarchal courts in pre- 
Petrine times, its seats shifted, in the 18th century into the 20th, to provincial and district centers, 
Old Believer hermitages lost in the vast Ural and Siberian expanses, and obscure villages which 
had never before been displaying any artistic inclinations. 

Icon-painting had no centralized management; religious censorship was displaying laxity and 





condescension. Last but not least, icon-painters - especially beginners in outlying localities - were 
given to adding features of their own invention, hardly discernible at the start, as they reproduced 
established iconographic types. All this brought Russian icon-painting into a state of utter disorder, 
and its formal aspect to degradation. 

To cure the matter and revive the past grandeur of sacred images, a Royal decree established 
a Committee for the Promotion of Russian Icon-Painting, led by Count S. D. SEREMETEV, president 
of the Society of Connoisseurs of Written Monuments and Old Art, and Academician N. P. 
KONDAKOV. Oleg TARASOV is the first researcher to provide a sober analysis of this unprecedented 
governmental body, whose efforts brought modes and extremely disputable practical fruit but 
amply enriched Russian research with fundamental books - suffice it to name a compendium of 
sample icon reproductions. 

In a praiseworthy endeavor, TARASOV presents the later evolution of Russian icon-painting as 
closely linked with contemporaneous intellectual debates, literary polemics, the orientation on 
West European art, so popular with the more educated icon-painters, and work on private and gov- 
ernment contracts. The theme under analysis is regarded as part and parcel of community life to 
give it a seething, full-blooded life which is alien to too many dry-as-dust art histories, which hard- 
ly dare to cross the boundaries of iconography and the formal aspects of art. The human, personal 
orientation of the book is graphically revealed in its name index, with close on a thousand entries 
- names of artists, restorers, clients, manufacturers, collectors, holy mystics and ascetics, church 
and secular community activists, fiction writers, historians, philosophers and other authors. 

Of tremendous interest are lavish illustrations - 215 black and white, and 63 color. A bloc of 
color graphs represents icons of the greatest historical and artistic value, and the verbal text is gen- 
erously interspersed with photographs of persons, church and chapel interiors, medals, badges and 
icon-painting workshop trademarks, and reproductions of documents, lubok prints, art engravings, 
lithographs, paintings, commercial advertisements and the more obscure icons - 75 percent of this 
precious documentary testimony reproduced for the first-ever time. Prominent are documentary 
and material exhibits of the St. Petersburg Museum of Religious History; Moscow History, 
Kolomenskoje, Kremlin and Andrej Rublev museums and the Tretjakov Gallery; the Kostroma 
Museum and museums of Kholuj and Palekh; the Federal Archive of Medieval Documents and 
several regional archives; and, last but not least, Moscow, Mstera, Kholuj and Palekh private col- 
lections. It takes a fellow-expert who knows from experience how hard it is to collect illustration 
materials to fully appreciate the author's efforts. 

With enviable consistence, TARASOV develops on his postulate of folk culture as a source, now 
overt, now secret, of professional art. Mutually enriched by reciprocal diffusion, they were bring- 
ing ever new themes, formal devices and expressive means. If we leave the later Russian icon- 
painting and icons as part of everyday life out of consideration, we cannot properly understand the 
sources and particular works by Repin, Ghe, Kramskoj, Nesterov, Petrov-Vodkin, Vasnecov, 
Kandinsky, Larionov, Gončarova, Malevi&, Cekhonin and other outstanding painters. Art nouveau 
and other avantgarde trends took root in the national element - in particular, the later icon-paint- 
ing, as older original icons were little known at the start of the 20th century. The "new realist art", 
to quote the title of Kazimir Malevic's program essay, offered a subtle correspondence to the later 
icon. Likewise, the revived lubok was drawing equal inspiration in the old lubok and primitive 
trends in icon-painting. 

The theoretical treatment of his theme is another salient feature of Oleg TARASOV's mono- 
graph. He is, perhaps, the first after Evgenij TRUBECKOJ and Vladimir LossKY to delve into the phi- 
losophy of the icon, which he takes up on a new plane, regarding the later Russian icon-painting 
within the context of the entire European culture of the 17th-20th centuries, with emphasis laid on 
Eastern Europe. The author thus puts an end to the treatment of the icon as an autochthonous 
Russian phenomenon - a treatment reminiscent of the worst trends and aspects of Slavophilism. 
The icon is regarded in the context of heated debates and philosophical doctrines to give the read- 
er a feeling of the sophisticated innermost life of the sacred image. Retaining its mission of a gate 
opening before the earthly mind's eye to the transcendental heavenly world, the icon of Imperial 
Russia possessed one inimitable feature - religious realism; and many other precious features, too 
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- a polyphony of style, esthetics proceeding from unbridled and spontaneous feeling, and hidden 
meanings given to long-known and well-studied iconographic types. 

The Russian icon is a European cultural phenomenon, an inalienable part of the earlier and 
later art. Sometimes, due to its mass dissemination and repetitive nature, which go side-by-side 
with profound originality, the later Russian icon alone provides the clue to the understanding of 
symbols, emblems, texts and doctrines from many eras. The icon is a window opening on the less- 
er-documented early centuries of its own development in Russia and the Graeco-Slavic lands. 
Indicative in this respect is Reiner STICHEL’s study of the later Russian icons of the Nativity with 
sophisticated compositions including the Massacre of the Innocents and the hiding of the baby 
Nathaniel, future prophet (Oleg TARASOV publishes samples of these icons), which opens a direct 
road to the understanding of the early Christian literary and art practice. 

Despite its academic air, which addresses the book to the expert in artistic culture, TARASOV’s 
monograph will be, doubtless, welcomed by museum experts and custodians, who have long been 
waiting for a book of this kind, with their considerable collections of 18th-20th century icons - an 
extremely little-studied field. The reproduced samples of Mstera, Palekh and Kholuj icons, and 
signed and dated icons of other towns and villages, and explanations of rare subjects will serve as 
a starting point in geographical and temporal attribution of many icons preserved in the museums 
of Russia and other countries. This practical value of TARASOV’s monograph will find deserved 
appreciation very soon. 

Despite all its virtues, the monograph has one spectacular drawback: the author makes it a 
point to display his erudition, and his idiom is complicated to harass the reader, in places. This is 
the idiom of recent research used at a time when structuralism has gone out of fashion, the Tartu 
school has outlived its infantile disorders, and the new mythmaking is receding from the fore- 
ground. 

There is another, smaller drawback. The author is not using the vast museum and library col- 
lections of graphic art to the extent they deserve. The hundreds of thousands of these iconograph- 
ic samples fix not only the widely used but also the more obscure themes of the later icon-paint- 
ing, and would have provided inestimable matter for studies. But then, the later Russian icon-paint- 
ing is a boundles field, and the ability to limit studies is an author's virtue - otherwise books would 
become disorderly depositories of sheer facts, forbidding the achievement of research goals. 

Mr. Tarasov also failed to throw light on one delicate point - to answer whether the later 
Russian icon was presenting any artistic value worthy of a notable place in art history. Was it a 
mere survival of a great art of the past - or an unique phenomenon in the overall art of Imperial 
Russia? As he refers to medievality eternalized, to scholasticism in art, conscious citation, etc., 
TARASOV may seem to answer in the negative, though the Russian icon, from the turn of the 18th 
century into the early 20th, was a tremendous layer of culture, bound to make an impact on the pub- 
lic world-view and artistic tastes. 

If I am not mistaken, the multi-volume academic History of Russian Art, put out in 1954-69, 
does not say a word of icons as such in the books on that period. At best, it refers in passing to 
influences or reminiscences in avantgarde art. But then, its representatives' imagination was capti- 
vated by icons to produce such masterpieces as Petrov- Vodkin's “The Softener of Evil Hearts" and 
"The Madonna of Petrograd". 

This is what TARASOV’s book makes me think. Who knows - a new comprehensive Russian 
art history, subject of ample talks by art critics and scholars, will pay attention to the later Russian 
icon - even if it is treated as folklore - which comes out as a spectacular phenomenon in the mono- 
graph. 

I do not mean my criticisms to play down the value of this thoroughly original book. Any 
notable study is fated to meet with reprimands. So, I once again wish to express my firm convic- 
tion that Russian art studies have become richer with this outstanding work, which brings back 
from oblivion an artistic phenomenon to be studied by generations of art and general historians. 


Gerold 1. Vzdornov (Moskva) 





Regarding the publication of the study On the Greek Poetic Output of Maksim 
Grek by Ihor SEVCENKO 


In Byzantinoslavica 59 (1997), fasc. 1, we published an edition ot the Greek poems of Maksim 
Grek together with a translation into English and a detailed philological and literary commentary 
by Professor Ihor SEvCENKO. Professor Paul BUSHKOVITCH has since written me a letter complain- 
ing about this publication and claiming that the edition was in fact his own and that Professor 
ŠEVČENKO used his transcription of the manuscript without his permission, thus violating the copy- 
right laws. Professor BUSHKOVITCH's letter, together with Professor SEVCENKO's response, appears 
below. 

As the editor of Byzantinoslavica, Y wish to express my regret over this dispute, which, in my 
opinion, is the result of a misunderstanding. It certainly was not our intention to offend Professor 
BUSHKOVITCH in any way or to belittle his scholarly achievements. In publishing Professor 
SEVCENKO’s edition and critical study I acted in good faith because I knew that he had prepared his 
own edition based on his reading of the relevant photos of the manuscripts, Vindobonensis philo- 
sophicus graecus 202 and Vindobonensis historicus graecus 122 (as he states in note 4, p. 2) and 
then compared it with Professor BUSHKOVITCH’s edition published in TODRL 47 (1993), as he him- 
self states at the beginning of his article. Since both these points were clearly stated, I do not see 
how our publication can be considered in violation of any copyright law. 

Professor SEVCENKO’s English translations of the poems of Maksim Grek are no doubt origi- 
nal, and I am sure that many scholars will find them extremely useful. His detailed commentary 
analyzing the Greek text and comparing it with the Slavic translation, which he used as a basis for 
establishing the original text of the poems, fully justifies a new edition. When I read Professor 
SEVCENKO's manuscript I was aware that he had already submitted it to Palaeoslavica for publica- 
tion. However, although it is not the usual practice of our journal to publish articles that have 
already appeared, or would appear, somewhere else, in this case I asked Professor SEVCENKO to 
allow its publication in Byzantinoslavica as well because I thought that the readership of the two 
journals did not overlap very much and that the texts in question seemed to me to be Byzantino- 
slavicum par excellence and of such importance that they deserved the attention of a broad schol- 
arly public. 

It is up to our readers to compare the two editions in question with the facsimite of the text 
(published as Appendix II to the article in Palaeoslavica 5 [1997]) and to judge whether Professor 
SEVCENKO’s edition is independent, justified and useful. For the editors, I can only say that it does 
not appear to be a personal attack, but only an example of the sort of normal scholarly discussion 
that aims to further our discipline by providing precise ciritical editions of Greek texts accompa- 
nied by reliable translations, which are so necessary, considering the constantly diminishing 
knowledge of Greek among the educated public. 


Vladimir Vaviínek 
Editor, Byzantinoslavica 


To the Editor. Byzantinoslavica: 


I must protest against the publication by Professor Thor ЗЕУСЕМКО of an edition of the poems of 
Maksim the Greek which he presents as entirely his own work. This publication is based on the use 
without my permission of my transcript of the manuscript. It furthermore incorporates as a major 
part of his own my edition of the text, concealed by the visual format and a clumsy attempt to 
impugn the quality of my edition. 
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Prof. SEvCENKO's edition in fact combines two versions of the poems. One is a normalized edi- 
tion, starting with my diplomatic edition in the Trudy otdela drevnerusskoi literatury vol 47, 1993, 
215-228. In this part of his work SEvCENKO has made the changes necessary to achieve a text in the 
normal grammar, spelling, and punctuation of standard Greek, and with this I have no quarrel. The 
other version, which is presented in the combination of running text and the footnotes to manu- 
script readings, is simply my diplomatic edition, with twenty-four improved readings and some 
thirty changes which are matters of taste (e. g. judging whether or not the scribe has separated ver- 
bal prefixes in writing). I am quite happy for Prof. ŠEVČENKO to offer his readings that he believes 
to be improvements, but even some fifty-five changes in a text of approximately 3,000 words does 
not provide grounds for presenting his reading of the manuscript as mainly his own work. 

The assertion in his text that my edition from the Trudy contains 365 errors is nothing other 
than a clumsy (though I would hope, unintentional) attempt to conceal his use of my work by 
impugning the quality of my sch  arship. In fact, there are only, as I indicated above, some fifty- 
fíve differences between my diplomatic edition and his reading of the manuscript, as revealed in 
his text and notes with manuscript readings. The number 365 arises, as best I can make out, by 
adding these fifty-five or so differences to the some three hundred changes Prof. SEVCENKO made 
to produce a normalized text beyond my diplomatic edition. 

I find Prof. ЗЕУСЕМКО’$ actions truly extraordinary. He acknowledges in footnote 13 that he 
used my transcript to make his edition. At no time did I give him my permission to use that tran- 
script (which is copyrighted in American law) and indeed I was not even aware that Dr. Hugh 
OLMSTEAD had given him my transcript. The comment in footnote 10 that one should assume that 
mine was a diplomatic edition shows that SEvCENKO was aware that I was not trying to normalize 
the text, as indeed a philologist of his eminence could not miss. The long series of attacks on Dr. 
Dmitrii BULANIN's verse translation which accompanied my edition is entirely gratuitous. 
SEVCENKO affects to believe that Dr. BULANIN was attempting to produce a precise translation of 
the original, a task that is surely impossible in verse. 

Perhaps it may seem bold for a mere historian like myself to debate with a professional philo- 
logist, but without the efforts of a mere historian, the poems would bave remained unknown to this 
day. 


Yours sincerely Paul Bushkovitch 
Professor of History 
Yale University 


Professor Sevéenko replies: 


Professor BUSHKOVITCH writes to the Editors of Palaeoslavica and Byzantinoslavica as if a fac- 
simile of the Vindobonensis philos. graecus 202 containing Maksim Grek's two Greek poems had 
not been printed at the end of my article in Palaeoslavica 5 (1997) for all to consult. Any compe- 
tent reader willing to compare our editions with the facsimile of the manuscript will realize (a) that 
Professor BUSHKOWITCH's edition is not a diplomatic edition, but just a text abounding in incon- 
sistencies and errors; (b) that my edition is based on the manuscript, not on the text he printed in 
TODRL 47 (1993), or on his typescript. To assert the contrary is to live in a fantasy world. 

Professor BUSHKOVITCH is a mature scholar who should have realized the risks involved in 
"going it alone" into a foreign field. His letter shows that he is unfamiliar with editorial practice in 
classical and classicizing Byzantine Greek, and with the use of copyrights to which in his view his 
editio princeps is entitled. He also misconstrues the meaning of my English (thus the meaning of 

430 my footnote 10 is that his was not a diplomatic edition). 


If only Professor BUSHKOVITCH had turned to some colleague for competent help (and such 
help is readily available at Yale, both in the Classical and the Byzantine areas), much of his grief 
could have been avoided, and his discovery (the importance of which I acknowledged at the begin- 
ning of my article), exploited without need for a re-edition. 

As for my alleged attacks on Dr. BULANIN, the latter is perfectly capable of defending himself, 
and I have not heard from him as yet. I analyzed his translation as one means to an end, which was 
to show that Maksim Grek translated his poems into Church Slavonic himself. My respect for 
Dr. BULANIN's work on Maksim Grek is apparent from the frequent references to him found in my 
article. 


Ihor Sevéenko 
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